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DISTURBANCE OF THE SURFACE COVER BY THE FLOODWATERS AND GRADUAL EROSION OF THE WESTERN BANK OF
THE LANDFILL.

THE SITE IS BORDERED ON THE EAST AND SOUTH BY A FLOOD PROTECTION LEVEE. TO THE NORTHEAST IS
BORDEN, INC., A CHEMICAL MANUFACTURER, AND TO THE SOUTH IS THE LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC CANE
RUN PLANT (A COAL-BURNING ELECTRIC GENERATING STATION).  OTHER INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT OCCUPIES  
SOME OF THE KENTUCKY SIDE OF THE OHIO RIVER FROM LOUISVILLE SOUTH TO THE LEES LANE LANDFILL
AREA.  ACROSS THE LEVEE TO THE EAST OF THE SITE IS RIVERSIDE GARDENS, A RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
OF ABOUT 330 HOMES AND 1,100 PEOPLE.  THE WEST SIDE OF THE SITE HAS A NARROW, TERRACED AREA  
WHICH SERVES AS A BUFFER ZONE BETWEEN THE LANDFILL AND THE OHIO RIVER. A GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM
HAS BEEN INSTALLED ALONG THE PROPERTY BOUNDARY SOUTHEAST OF THE SITE BETWEEN THE LANDFILL AND
RIVERSIDE GARDENS (SEE FIGURE 2).

THE GEOLOGY OF THE SITE AREA CONSISTS OF APPROXIMATELY 110 FEET OF OHIO RIVER ALLUVIUM AND
GLACIAL OUTWASH UNDERLAIN BY THE NEW ALBANY SHALE, REPORTED TO BE 100 FEET THICK.  THE ALLUVIAL
AQUIFER IS UNCONFINED WITH THE SHALE FORMING AN AQUITARD BETWEEN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER AND THE  
DEEPER LIMESTONE AQUIFERS.  BOTH THE ALLUVIAL AND LIMESTONE AQUIFERS ARE CURRENT AND POTENTIAL
SOURCES OF DRINKING WATER.  THE WATER TABLE BEGINS APPROXIMATELY 50 FEET BELOW LAND SURFACE AND
THE SATURATED THICKNESS OF THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER IS APPROXIMATELY 60 FEET.  THE GROUNDWATER FLOW  
DIRECTION AT THE SITE IS PREDOMINATELY TOWARD THE OHIO RIVER WITH A POTENTIAL FOR GROUNDWATER
FLOW UNDER THE RIVER.  DURING PERIODS OF HIGH FLOW IN THE OHIO RIVER, CONTAMINANT MIGRATION MAY
REVERSE.  HOWEVER, IN ORDER FOR GROUNDWATER FLOW REVERSAL TO REACH RIVERSIDE GARDENS, THE  
CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR FLOW REVERSAL WOULD HAVE TO BE PRESENT FOR A LONG PERIOD OF TIME.

#SH
SITE HISTORY

LAND USE AT THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE HAS INCLUDED A SAND AND GRAVEL QUARRY, A JUNKYARD AND A
LANDFILL.  THE PERIOD OF SAND AND GRAVEL OPERATIONS AT THE SITE IS NOT KNOWN BUT QUARRY
OPERATION BEGAN AT LEAST AS EARLY AS THE 1940S.  THE LANDFILLING OPERATIONS AT THE SITE WERE  
REPORTED TO HAVE BEGUN IN THE LATE 1940S.

THE SITE RECEIVED DOMESTIC, COMMERCIAL, SOLID MUNICIPAL, AND INDUSTRIAL WASTES OVER A 27-YEAR
PERIOD.  AVAILABLE HISTORICAL RECORDS AND RESPONSES TO WASTE SURVEYS IDENTIFY THAT AT LEAST
212,400 TONS OF MIXED INDUSTRIAL WASTE (SOME DRUMMED) WERE DISPOSED OF AT THE LEES LANE LANDFILL
BY INDUSTRIAL FIRMS FROM IN AND AROUND THE LOUISVILLE AREA.

FILL AREAS ARE LOCATED IN THE CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN TRACTS AND EXCAVATION AREAS IN THE NORTHERN
AND SOUTHERN TRACTS.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR THE SITE INDICATES THAT THE NORTHERN TRACT
EXCAVATION AREA HAS EVENTUALLY FILLED WITH WASTES BUT THAT THE SITE WAS CLOSED BEFORE THE  
EXCAVATION AREA IN THE SOUTHERN TRACT WAS COMPLETELY FILLED.  A LARGE DEPRESSION WITH PONDED
WATER NOW EXISTS WHERE REMAINING LANDFILL CAPACITY EXISTED AT THE TIME OF CLOSURE.

THE SOUTHERN TRACT OF THE SITE OPERATED UNDER A PERMIT ISSUED IN 1971 BY KENTUCKY UNDER ITS
SOLID WASTE PROGRAM.  THE PERMIT EXPIRED IN NOVEMBER 1974 AND WAS NOT RENEWED BY THE STATE.  IN
APRIL 1975, THE LANDFILL WAS CLOSED.

IN MARCH 1975, HOMEOWNERS IN RIVERSIDE GARDENS, A COMMUNITY ADJACENT TO THE SITE, REPORTED FLASH
FIRES AROUND THEIR WATER HEATERS.  A SUBSEQUENT INVESTIGATION DETECTED EXPLOSIVE LEVELS OF
METHANE GAS AND SEVEN FAMILIES WERE EVACUATED FROM HOMES NEAR THE SITE.  THESE HOMES WERE  
ULTIMATELY PURCHASED BY THE JEFFERSON COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY.  IN 1978, EXTENSIVE MONITORING
WAS CONDUCTED TO DEFINE THE GAS MIGRATION PROBLEM.  A VENTING SYSTEM WAS INSTALLED IN OCTOBER
1980.



IN FEBRUARY 1980, THE KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT (HMWM)
DISCOVERED APPROXIMATELY 400 DRUMS ON A TERRACE ABOUT 100 FEET FROM THE OHIO RIVER BANK.  OVER
50 CHEMICALS WERE IDENTIFIED, INCLUDING PHENOLIC RESINS, BENZENE, AND RELATIVELY HIGH 
CONCENTRATIONS OF COPPER, CADMIUM, NICKEL, LEAD, AND CHROMIUM.  IN SEPTEMBER AND OCTOBER OF
1981, THE DRUMS WERE REMOVED BY THE LEES LANE LANDFILL OWNERS UNDER COURT ORDER.  THE HAZARDOUS
WASTES WERE REMOVED FROM THE DRUMS AND TRANSPORTED TO AN APPROVED HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL  
FACILITY.  THE REMAINING NONHAZARDOUS DRUMMED MATERIALS AND THE EMPTY DRUMS WERE BURIED ONSITE.

IN EARLY 1981, KENTUCKY NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET (NREPC) INSTALLED
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER MONITOR WELLS AT THE SITE. THE RESULTS SHOWED HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF HEAVY
METALS AND ALUMINUM. HOWEVER, THE ANALYTICAL REPORT STATED THAT MANY OF THE SAMPLE 
CONCENTRATIONS WERE PROBABLY ELEVATED DUE TO EXCESSIVE SEDIMENT IN THE SAMPLES CAUSED BY POOR
WELL CONSTRUCTION.

THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE WAS RANKED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) IN DECEMBER 1982. 
IN MAY 1983, A REMEDIAL ACTION MASTER PLAN WAS COMPLETED BY THE NUS CORPORATION.  IN APRIL 1986,
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) WAS FINALIZED.  THIS STUDY WAS CONDUCTED BY
NUS-FIT CORPORATION.

SITE OWNERSHIP

THE NORTHERN AND CENTRAL TRACTS WERE OWNED BY JOSEPH C. HOFGESANG UNTIL HIS DEATH ON MARCH 10,
1972.  FOLLOWING HIS DEATH, OWNERSHIP WENT TO THE CURRENT OWNER, THE HOFGESANG FOUNDATION, INC.,
WHICH IS A PRIVATE FOUNDATION SET UP IN PERPETUITY.  THE SOUTHERN TRACT WAS OWNED UNTIL THE  
MID-1960S BY GERNERT COURT, INC.  DURING THE MID-1960S, THE COMPANY'S NAME WAS CHANGED TO THE
JOSEPH C. HOFGESANG SAND COMPANY, INC.  THIS COMPANY OWNED THE SITE UNTIL THE KENTUCKY SOLID
WASTE PERMIT EXPIRED IN NOVEMBER 1974, AT WHICH TIME J. H. REALTY, INC. ACQUIRED IT.  J. H.  
REALTY, INC. IS THE CURRENT OWNER OF THE SOUTHERN TRACT.

#CSS
CURRENT SITE STATUS

SURFACE WATER, SOIL, AND GROUNDWATER

THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IDENTIFIED CONTAMINANTS IN THE FOLLOWING MEDIA: SURFACE WATER, SOIL,
AND GROUNDWATER.  ONSITE SURFACE WATER CONTAINED VERY LOW LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS.  ONSITE SOILS
AND SEDIMENTS WERE SIMILAR TO THE OFFSITE BACKGROUND SAMPLE COLLECTED IN RIVERSIDE GARDENS,
SUGGESTING THE USE OF LOCAL SOILS AS COVER MATERIAL.  TYPICAL OFFSITE SOIL CONCENTRATION LEVELS
INCLUDED ARSENIC (24 MG/KG), BARIUM (92 MG/KG), CHROMIUM (20 MG/KG), LEAD (50 MG/KG), MANGANESE
(1200 MG/KG) AND IRON (35,000 MG/KG).  IN TWO AREAS WHERE "HOT SPOT" SOIL SAMPLES WERE
COLLECTED, THE ESTIMATED CONCENTRATIONS OF LEAD AND CHROMIUM WERE 2000 MG/KG (PPM) EACH.  THESE
AREAS WERE LOCATED ALONG THE ACCESS ROAD IN THE CENTRAL TRACT.  THEY ARE BELIEVED TO BE THE
RESULT OF INDISCRIMINANT DUMPING SINCE THE CONCENTRATIONS FOUND WERE NOT REPRESENTATIVE OF
OVERALL SOIL CONCENTRATIONS.

ONSITE GROUNDWATER CONTAINED LOW LEVELS OF ORGANIC COMPOUNDS AND SOME INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS. 
THE MAJOR INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS INCLUDED ARSENIC (87 UG/L), BARIUM (1,100 UG/L), CADMIUM (22
UG/L), CHROMIUM (60 UG/L), LEAD (150 UG/L), MANGANESE (44,000 UG/L) AND IRON (190,000 UG/L). 
THE OFFSITE CONCENTRATIONS OF THESE CONTAMINANTS WERE ALL BELOW THE MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS
(MCL) SET IN THE INTERIM PRIMARY DRINKING WATER STANDARDS.  MANGANESE WAS DETECTED AT 610 UG/L
IN THE LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC WELL AND AT 370 UG/L IN AN INDIANA PWS WELL, BUT WAS BELOW
BACKGROUND IN BOTH INDUSTRIAL WELLS.  NEITHER MANGANESE NOR IRON ARE CONSIDERED TO HAVE
SIGNIFICANT HEALTH EFFECTS.



FROM THE CONTAMINANTS DETECTED IN THE RI, LEAD, ARSENIC, BENZENE AND CHROMIUM WERE SELECTED AS
CRITICAL CONTAMINANTS FOR FURTHER EVALUATION. THIS SELECTION WAS BASED ON THE FREQUENCY OF
DETECTION AND/OR CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND TOXICOLOGICAL PROPERTIES.  TABLE 1-1 PROVIDES A
SUMMARY OF THE RANGE OF CONCENTRATIONS OF THE CRITICAL CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE VARIOUS MEDIA
AT THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE.

TRANSPORT ROUTES - GROUNDWATER

THE MAJOR ROUTE FOR OFFSITE MIGRATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IS GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE FROM THE
SITE.  MOST RESIDENTS IN THE AREA USE PUBLIC WATER; HOWEVER, APPROXIMATELY ELEVEN HOMES STILL
USE DOMESTIC WELLS TAPPING THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER.  OF THESE ELEVEN WELLS, ONLY EIGHT ARE USED FOR
DRINKING WATER WELLS.  OF THE FIVE DRINKING WATER WELLS SAMPLED, NO ELEVATED CONTAMINANT LEVELS
WERE DETECTED.

PUBLIC HEALTH ASSESSMENT

A PUBLIC HEALTH ASSESSMENT WAS PREPARED TO EVALUATE THE POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH
THE PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE. THIS ASSESSMENT CONCLUDED THAT THE PRIMARY
PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERN AT THE SITE WAS THE ELEVATED CHROMIUM LEVELS FOUND IN ONSITE GROUNDWATER. 
IN ORDER TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS, THE HIGHEST CHROMIUM CONCENTRATION, 640
UG/L, DETECTED IN THE ONSITE GROUNDWATER WAS USED. ALTHOUGH UNLIKELY, IT IS POSSIBLE THAT
DRINKING WATER CONTAINING 640 UG/L OF CHROMIUM OVER A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARS MAY LEAD TO AN
INCREASE IN THE CHROMIUM CONCENTRATION OF THE LIVER AND SPLEEN.  CHRONIC TOXICOLOGICAL EFFECTS
ARE POSSIBLE AT THIS LEVEL BASED ON ANIMAL STUDIES.  NO PATHOLOGICAL CHANGES HAVE EVER BEEN
ASSOCIATED WITH SUCH LOW LEVELS EXPOSURES.  THE DERMAL EFFECTS FROM BATHING IN WATER CONTAINING
640 UG/L WOULD LIKEWISE APPEAR REMOTE, ALTHOUGH CHROMIUM IS RECOGNIZED AS A POTENT SENSITIZER OF
SKIN.

GAS/AIR MIGRATION INVESTIGATION

EPA TASKED IT CORPORATION TO INSPECT THE SITE FOR GASEOUS CONTAMINANTS AND TO DETERMINE THE
OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY OF THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM.  THE SAMPLES FROM THE GAS EXTRACTION WELLS
CONTAINED BOTH METHANE AND TOXIC GASES DEMONSTRATING THAT THE DECOMPOSITION OF LANDFILL WASTES
IS STILL PRODUCING GASES WITH THE POTENTIAL TO MIGRATE VIA THE SUBSURFACE OR AIR TO RIVERSIDE
GARDENS.  THE RESULTS OF THIS INVESTIGATION ALSO INDICATED THAT THE SYSTEM WAS CURRENTLY
OPERATING AT LESS THAN 50% EFFICIENCY.  SINCE 1980, JEFFERSON COUNTY HAS MONITORED THE GAS AND
THE ONLY TIME METHANE HAS BEEN DETECTED IN THE GAS OBSERVATION WELLS IN RIVERSIDE GARDENS WAS IN
APRIL AND MAY OF 1984, AT WHICH TIME THE BLOWER SYSTEM WAS NOT OPERATING PROPERLY.  THIS
SUGGESTS, THAT ALTHOUGH THE SYSTEM IS OPERATING AT LESS THAN OPTIMUM EFFICIENCY, IT IS CURRENTLY
CONTROLLING LATERAL SUBSURFACE MIGRATION.

IN NOVEMBER 1985, THE JEFFERSON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CONTACTED SCS ENGINEERS TO
INSPECT THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM.  REPAIRS OF PROBLEM AREAS NOTED DURING THE INSPECTION WERE
BEGUN IN DECEMBER 1985 BY JEFFERSON COUNTY UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF SCS ENGINEERS.

IN JANUARY 1986, EPA LAUNCHED AN EXTENSIVE AIR SAMPLING STUDY IN ORDER TO RESPOND TO ODOR
COMPLAINTS BY RESIDENTS IN RIVERSIDE GARDENS (RG). THE SAMPLING PLAN WAS DEVELOPED BY EPA,
KNREPC, JEFFERSON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND THE AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE  
REGISTRY (ATSDR).

THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS PLAN WAS TO DETERMINE IF THE RG RESIDENTS ARE BEING ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY
METHANE OR TOXIC GASES DETECTED IN THE ATMOSPHERE AND IF THE SOURCE OF THESE REPORTED GASEOUS
ODORS IS THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE.  THE (JANUARY - JUNE 1986) SAMPLING PROGRAM CONSISTED OF
AIR/GAS SAMPLES TAKEN (1) FROM HOMES IN RIVERSIDE GARDENS, (2) AT AND AROUND THE VICINITY OF THE



LANDFILL AND (3) FROM THE EXHAUST VENT STACK.

RESULTS OF THESE ANALYSES SHOWED ORGANICS PRESENT IN THE MEDIA SAMPLED. HOWEVER, ALL VALUES WERE
LOW (PPB).  THE CONCLUSION DRAWN FROM THIS STUDY IS THAT THE DATA COLLECTED DOES NOT SUGGEST A
HEALTH HAZARD FOR ANY POTENTIAL RECEPTORS.

#ENF
ENFORCEMENT ANALYSIS

EPA INITIALLY IDENTIFIED APPROXIMATELY 700-800 COMPANIES, INDIVIDUALS, AND OTHER ENTITIES AS
POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) WHO HAD UTILIZED THE LANDFILL FOR WASTE DISPOSAL. 
SEVERAL OTHER COMPANIES WERE IDENTIFIED AS PRPS FROM EPA WASTE SURVEY FORMS.

EPA ISSUED ITS FIRST SET OF NOTICE LETTERS IN JUNE 1984 TO THE CURRENT AND FORMER OWNERS AND
OPERATORS OF THE SITE, AND TO COMPANIES AND INDIVIDUALS WHO MAY HAVE DISPOSED AT THE SITE.  THE
NOTICE LETTERS OFFERED THE PRPS AN OPPORTUNITY TO CONDUCT THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND
FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS).

MANY PRPS RECEIVING THE INITIAL NOTICE LETTERS EITHER FAILED TO RESPOND TO THE LETTER OR GAVE
INADEQUATE RESPONSES.  EPA MAILED FOLLOW-UP NOTICE LETTERS TO A NUMBER OF PRPS ON APRIL 1, 1985
IN AN EFFORT TO ELICIT FULL AND COMPLETE RESPONSES TO THE JUNE 1984 NOTICE LETTERS.

IN DECEMBER 1985, EPA ISSUED A SECOND SET OF NOTICE LETTERS TO APPROXIMATELY 130 ADDITIONAL PRPS
WHO HAD NOT RECEIVED THE INITIAL NOTICE LETTER.  MORE THAN HALF OF THESE LETTERS WERE RETURNED
UNOPENED TO EPA.  FURTHER INVESTIGATION INDICATED THAT MOST OF THE COMPANIES WHOSE LETTERS HAD
BEEN RETURNED WERE NO LONGER IN BUSINESS.

AFTER REVIEWING ALL RESPONSES FROM THE TWO ROUNDS OF NOTICE LETTERS, EPA DETERMINED THAT
APPROXIMATELY THIRTY COMPANIES AND INDIVIDUALS WERE CONSIDERED TO BE PRPS, BY VIRTUE OF EITHER
OWNING OR OPERATING THE SITE, TRANSPORTING HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES TO THE SITE OR ARRANGING FOR
DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE.  BETWEEN JANUARY AND MARCH 1986, FINAL NOTICE
LETTERS WERE ISSUED TO 25 PRPS ADVISING THEM THAT THE RI/FS WOULD BE COMPLETED IN MARCH 1986. 
THE LETTER ALSO ENCOURAGED THE PRPS TO ORGANIZE THEMSELVES INTO A STEERING COMMITTEE FOR
PURPOSES OF FACILITATIING NEGOTIATION WITH EPA FOR THE PRPS PERFORMANCE OF THE REMEDIAL DESIGN
AND REMEDIAL ACTION (RD/RA).  CONSEQUENTLY, A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS FORMED BY A GROUP OF PRPS.

EPA HAS RECEIVED VERY POSITIVE INDICATIONS FROM THE PRPS THAT NEGOTIATIONS FOR THE RD/RA WILL BE
SUCCESSFUL.  EPA PRESENTLY ANTICIPATES THAT THE CONSENT ORDER FOR RD/RA CAN BE FINALIZED AND
SIGNED BY SEPTEMBER 30, 1986.

THE STEERING COMMITTEE IS AWARE THAT EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT ALTERNATIVE NUMBER THREE IS THE
AGENCY'S REMEDY OF CHOICE.  THE STEERING COMMITTEE APPEARS TO BE IN AGREEMENT WITH THIS REMEDY
AND HAS NOT INDICATED TO EPA THAT ANOTHER REMEDY SHOULD BE CHOSEN.

NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE PRPS WILL NOT EXCEED 60 DAYS.  IF THE PRPS DO NOT FORMALLY COMMIT TO
PERFORM THE REMEDY WITH ASSURANCES THAT ADEQUATE FUNDING IS AVAILABLE TO COMPLETE THE REMEDY IN
A TIMELY MANNER OR IF A CONSENT ORDER IS NOT SIGNED BY SEPTEMBER 30, 1986, EPA WILL PROCEED WITH 
A FUND FINANCED RD/RA.



#AE
ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING FUTURE POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERNS:  1)
ELEVATED CHROMIUM LEVELS IN THE GROUNDWATER AT AND UPGRADIENT OF THE SITE AND 2) THE POTENTIAL
RELEASE OF METHANE AND HAZARDOUS GASES TO THE AIR AND SUBSURFACE.  SINCE ELEVATED CHROMIUM WERE
DETECTED IN UPGRADIENT WELLS AND NO DOWNGRADIENT OFFSITE IMPACTS ARE EVIDENT, NO REMEDIATION FOR
GROUNDWATER WAS CONSIDERED AT THIS TIME.

THEREFORE, THE PUBLIC HEALTH OBJECTIVES FOR THIS REMEDIAL ACTION ARE AS FOLLOWS:

    1. CONSTRUCT A GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM THAT WILL SERVE AS AN EARLY WARNING SYSTEM
       SHOULD SITE CONDITIONS CHANGE.

    2. CONTROL THE VERTICAL AND LATERAL SUBSURFACE MIGRATION OF METHANE AND OTHER GASES.

    3. INSTITUTE A ROUTINE MONITORING PROGRAM THAT WILL SERVE TO DETECT ANY UNDESIRABLE AND
       POSSIBLE DANGEROUS LEVELS OF METHANE AND/OR TOXIC VAPORS MIGRATING INTO THE RIVERSIDE
       GARDENS NEIGHBORHOOD.

    4. INSTITUTE AN AMBIENT AIR MONITORING PROGRAM.

THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION CONCLUDED THAT THE CONCENTRATIONS OF THE CRITICAL CONTAMINANTS DO NOT
REPRESENT A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL RECEPTORS (I.E. PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE) AT
THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE.  BIOTA IN CONTINUED DIRECT CONTACT WITH ELEVATED CONTAMINANT LEVELS
IN SELECTED "HOT SPOT" SOIL AREAS MAY EXPERIENCE SYMPTOMS OF CHRONIC TOXICITY; HOWEVER, NO ACUTE
TOXICOLOGICAL EFFECTS WOULD BE EXPECTED AT THE CURRENT CONTAMINANT LEVELS.

INITIAL SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ACTION TECHNOLOGIES

A LIST OF PRELIMINARY, APPLICABLE TECHNOLOGIES WAS DEVELOPED BASED ON RI DATA.  THIS LIST
COMPRISED ACTIONS THAT ADDRESSED THE POTENTIAL SITE PROBLEMS AND PATHWAYS OF CONTAMINATION
IDENTIFIED DURING THE RI.  THESE TECHNOLOGIES WERE THEN EVALUATED RELATIVE TO THE FOLLOWING
CRITERIA:

      (1)  TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS (RELIABILITY, IMPLEMENTABILITY, ETC.)

      (2)  PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

      (3)  INSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS (PERMITS, OTHER LAWS, ETC.)

      (4)  COST CONSIDERATIONS.

IF THE TECHNOLOGY WAS REJECTED FOR USE AT THE SITE UNDER A PARTICULAR CRITERION, IT WAS
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION.  (SEE TABLE 1-2 FOR THE RESPONSE ACTION AND THE RATIONALE
FOR ELIMINATION OF A PARTICULAR TECHNOLOGY).

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION

THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE WAS EVALUATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH TECHNICAL, PUBLIC HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA TO DETERMINE THE EFFECT OF NOT PERFORMING ADDITIONAL REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT
THE SITE.  UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE THE LOW LEVEL CONTAMINATION OF THE GROUNDWATER COULD CONTINUE. 
CHANGES IN GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANT LEVEL WOULD NOT BE DETECTED, DUE TO THE ABSENCE OF
GROUNDWATER MONITORING.  SIMILARLY, THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM MAY DETERIORATE AND AN UNKNOWN



QUANTITIES OF GASES MAY BE RELEASED TO THE AIR OR MIGRATE INTO NEARBY HOMES, LEADING TO AN  
INCREASED HEALTH RISK.

THE REMAINING ALTERNATIVES (ALTERNATIVES 1-6) WERE SUBJECTED TO DETAILED ANALYSES INVOLVING BOTH
NON-COST AND COST CRITERIA.  NON-COST CRITERIA INCLUDED TECHNICAL, PUBLIC HEALTH, ENVIRONMENTAL,
AND INSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.  SEE TABLE 1-3 FOR A SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ACTION  
ALTERNATIVES.  EACH ALTERNATIVE WAS ASSESSED FOR ITS EFFECT UPON THE EXISTING FLOODPLAINS AND
WETLANDS.  COST CRITERIA INCLUDED CAPITAL COSTS, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS AND A PRESENT
WORTH CALCULATION. SEE TABLE 1-4 FOR A COST SUMMARY OF THE SIX ALTERNATIVES DESCRIBED BELOW:

   ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO REMEDIAL ACTION - MONITORING
   ALTERNATIVE 2 - GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM, AND MONITORING
   ALTERNATIVE 3 - SURFACE WASTE AREA CLEANUP, BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS,
                   GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM, AND MONITORING
   ALTERNATIVE 4 - CAPPING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION, SURFACE WASTE AREA
                   CLEANUP, BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS, GAS COLLECTION AND
                   VENTING SYSTEM, AND MONITORING
   ALTERNATIVE 5 - EXCAVATION AND BACKFILLING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION,
                   ONSITE INCINERATION, OFFSITE FLY ASH DISPOSAL, AND MONITORING
   ALTERNATIVE 6 - EXCAVATION AND BACKFILLING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION,
                   OFFSITE DISPOSAL, AND MONITORING.

ALTERNATIVE 1   NO REMEDIAL ACTION - MONITORING

THIS ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ADDRESS THE REMEDIATION OF THE SITE NOR THE POTENTIAL THREAT TO THE
PUBLIC OR THE ENVIRONMENT VIA THE CONTAMINATION PATHWAYS.  HOWEVER, A MULTI-MEDIA MONITORING
PROGRAM WILL PROVIDE INFORMATION SO THAT POSSIBLE ADVERSE PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
THAT MAY ARISE CAN BE ADDRESSED.  BASED UPON THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI),
GAS MIGRATION IS CONSIDERED A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM AT THE SITE.  THEREFORE, AT A MINIMUM, AN AIR  
MONITORING PROGRAM WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED FOLLOWED BY THE INSTALLATION OF GAS MONITORING WELLS,
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GAS AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAMS.

ALTERNATIVE 2:  GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING, AND MONITORING

THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES A GAS, AIR, AND GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM, THE PROVISION OF A
PROPERLY OPERATING GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM AND CONSIDERATION OF A POSSIBLE FUTURE ALTERNATE WATER
SUPPLY.  ANY PROBLEMS REMAINING IN THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM WOULD BE CORRECTED AFTER A
DETERMINATION OF THE EXTENT OF THE NECESSARY MODIFICATIONS TO THE SYSTEM IS MADE. 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD ENSURE THAT GAS MIGRATION, THE MOST SIGNIFICANT
POTENTIAL PROBLEM AT THE SITE, IS ADDRESSED.

ALTERNATIVE 3:  SURFACE WASTE AREA CLEANUP, BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS, GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING
                SYSTEM, AND MONITORING

THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES THE MONITORING PROGRAM DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 1, THE PROVISION OF A
PROPERLY OPERATING GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM, CONSIDERATION OF A FUTURE ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY,
CLEANUP OF THE SURFACE WASTE AREAS, AND BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS.  THE MONITORING PROGRAM
INCLUDED IN THIS AND THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVE CONTAINS PROVISIONS FOR THE SAMPLING OF AN
ADDITIONAL GROUNDWATER MONITOR WELL TO AID IN DETERMINING ALTERNATE CONCENTRATION LIMITS (ACLS). 
SURFACE WASTE CLEANUP WOULD INVOLVE REMOVAL OF EXPOSED DRUMS, CAPPING OF "HOT SPOT" SOILS AND AN
AREA CONTAINING EXPOSED TRASH.  THE DRUMS WOULD BE ANALYZED PRIOR TO EXCAVATION AND REMOVED TO
AN APPROVED LANDFILL.  RIPRAP WOULD BE INSTALLED TO MINIMIZE EROSION POTENTIAL AND FAILURE OF
THE OHIO RIVER EMBANKMENT.  THE ENTIRE BANK (29 ACRES) ALONG THE OHIO RIVER WOULD BE STABILIZED. 
IN ADDITION, CAUTIONARY SIGNS, WILL BE POSTED.  ONE GATE WOULD BE INSTALLED AT THE PUTNAM STREET



ACCESS POINT.

ALTERNATIVE 4:  CAPPING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION, SURFACE WASTE AREA CLEANUP, BANK PROTECTION
                CONTROLS, GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM, AND MONITORING

IN ADDITION TO MONITORING, SURFACE WASTE AREA CLEANUP, BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS, GAS COLLECTION
AND VENTING SYSTEM, AND CONSIDERATION OF A POSSIBLE FUTURE ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY, A CAP WOULD
BE INSTALLED OVER THE ENTIRE LANDFILL TO MINIMIZE LEACHATE GENERATION FROM INFILTRATING RAINFALL
AND TO CONTROL VERTICAL MOVEMENT OF GAS.  REGRADING AND REVEGETATION WILL BE NECESSARY TO
PROVIDE MAXIMUM DRAINAGE OF THE AREA. BOTH THE CAPPING AND BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS WOULD
REQUIRE SOME CLEARING OF VEGETATION.

THIS ONSITE ALTERNATIVE WILL COMPLY WITH OTHER APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  THE CAP
DESCRIBED ABOVE WOULD MEET THE CRITERIA OUTLINED IN RCRA.

ALTERNATIVE 5:  EXCAVATION AND BACKFILLING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION, ONSITE INCINERATION,
                OFFSITE FLY ASH DISPOSAL, AND MONITORING

THE SITE IS ESTIMATED TO HAVE A TOTAL VOLUME OF 4,400,000 CUBIC YARDS; HOWEVER, BASED ON SITE
SAMPLING, FERROMAGNETIC SURVEYS, AND HISTORICAL PHOTOGRAPHS APPROXIMATELY 2,400,000 CUBIC YARDS
WILL BE EXCAVATED.  THE DEPTH OF EXCAVATION WILL VARY WIDELY AT THE SITE RANGING FROM 5 FEET IN  
PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL TRACT TO 40 FEET IN PARTS OF THE NORTHERN TRACT OF THE LANDFILL. 
BACKHOES AND POWER SHOVELS WILL BE USED FOR THE REMOVAL OF SURFACE MATERIAL AND ANY ADDITIONAL
DRY FILL, WHILE DRAGLINES WILL BE EMPLOYED FOR THE REMOVAL OF WET FILL.  FOLLOWING EXCAVATION
THE SITE WILL BE BACKFILLED, REGRADED AND REVEGETATED.  BACKFILLING WILL BE CONDUCTED
CONCURRENTLY WITH EXCAVATION TO MAINTAIN THE INTEGRITY OF THE LANDFILL AND PREVENT THE
ACCUMULATION OF WATER.  BACKFILL MATERIAL WILL BE BROUGHT FROM OFFSITE SOURCES, SINCE NO ONSITE
SOURCE IS AVAILABLE. AFTER SEGREGATION OF THE 2,400,000 CUBIC YARDS OF WASTE EXCAVATED,  
APPROXIMATELY 1,560,000 CUBIC YARDS ARE EXPECTED TO BE SUITABLE FOR INCINERATION AND THE
REMAINDER SHOULD BE SEGREGATED AND DISPOSED OF AT AN APPROPRIATE LANDFILL.

BYPRODUCTS OF THE INCINERATION PROCESS INCLUDE PRODUCTS OF INCOMPLETE COMBUSTION, FLY ASH, AND
ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS.  THE FLY ASH, DUE TO POTENTIALLY HIGH METALS CONCENTRATIONS, WILL BE
DISPOSED OF IN AN APPROVED RCRA LANDFILL. ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS WILL BE CONTROLLED BY A VENTURI
SCRUBBER, WITH SCRUBBER WATER NEUTRALIZED WITH LIME PRIOR TO DISCHARGE.  ADDITIONAL TREATMENT OF
EXISTING GASES AND WASTEWATER MAY BE REQUIRED AND WILL BE EVALUATED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL INCLUDE THE MONITORING PROGRAM DISCUSSED IN ALTERNATIVE 1.

ALTERNATIVE 6:  EXCAVATION AND BACKFILLING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION, OFFSITE DISPOSAL, AND
                MONITORING

IN ADDITION TO MONITORING, THIS ALTERNATIVE WILL RESULT IN THE EXCAVATION AND OFFSITE DISPOSAL
OF APPROXIMATELY 2,400,000 CUBIC YARDS OF FILL IN A RCRA APPROVED LANDFILL.  EXCAVATION AND
BACKFILLING, REGRADING AND REVEGETATION HAVE BEEN DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 5.

COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE DID NOTHING TO REMEDY PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS (I.E.
DIRECT CONTACT TO "HOT SPOT" AREAS, THE POTENTIAL FOR GAS MIGRATION TO IMPACT RIVERSIDE GARDENS,
AND POSSIBLE MIGRATION OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER).  THESE ACTIONS WERE DETERMINED TO BE A
NECESSARY PART OF ANY REMEDY.  THEREFORE, THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE WAS ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION.



THE NO-ACTION - MONITORING ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT REDUCE OR ELIMINATE ANY OF THE IMPACTS
RESULTING FROM THE SITE CONTAMINANTS.  IT WOULD ONLY PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT THE MOVEMENT OF
THE CONTAMINANTS SO THAT FUTURE REMEDIAL ACTIONS COULD BE TAKEN WHEN NECESSARY.  PUBLIC HEALTH  
CONCERNS SUCH AS GAS MIGRATION AND DIRECT CONTACT WITH SURFACE WASTE WOULD NOT ADDRESSED;
THEREFORE, THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS ELIMINATED.

ALTERNATIVE 2 WHICH INCLUDES A PROPERLY OPERATING GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM IN ADDITION
TO A MONITORING PROGRAM WAS ALSO ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION BECAUSE ALL APPLICABLE
PUBLIC HEALTH; CONCERNS WERE NOT ADDRESSED (I.E. DIRECT CONTACT TO 'HOT SPOT" AREAS).

ALTERNATIVE 3 WOULD ADDRESS THE POTENTIAL RELEASE OF METHANE AND HAZARDOUS GASES TO THE AIR AND
SUBSURFACE BY PROVIDING FOR A GAS AND AIR MONITORING SYSTEM.  IT WOULD ALSO PROVIDE FOR A
GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM TO ESTABLISH BASELINE CONDITIONS AT THE SITE AND ALSO TO SERVE  
AS AN EARLY WARNING OF CONTAMINANT MIGRATION.  RIPRAP WOULD BE INSTALLED TO PREVENT EROSION OF
THE OHIO RIVER TANK.  DIRECT CONTACT TO HOT SPOT AREAS AND EXPOSED DRUMS WOULD BE REMEDIATED BY
CAPPING 'HOT SPOT" AREAS AND REMOVING DRUMS.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION COMPONENTS DESCRIBED ABOVE  
WOULD ACHIEVE THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES ESTABLISHED IN THE REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION AT THE LOWEST COST; THEREFORE, IT WAS CHOSEN AS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.

ALTERNATIVE 4, LANDFILL CAPPING, A WELL DOCUMENTED TECHNOLOGY, WOULD SERVE TO MINIMIZE THE
GENERATION OF LEACHATE RESULTING FROM SURFACE WATER INFILTRATION AND CONTROL VERTICAL MOVEMENT
OF GAS GENERATED IN THE LANDFILL HOWEVER, CAPPING WAS NOT CONSIDERED APPLICABLE FOR THE SITE DUE 
TO THE FOLLOWING REASONS:  (1) THE SITE LIES IN A FLOODPLAIN, (2) CAPPING THE SITE WOULD ENHANCE
THE LATERAL MIGRATION OF GASES AND POSSIBLY EXACERBATE THE PROBLEMS WITH THE GAS COLLECTION AND
VENTING SYSTEM, (3) THE SITE IS WELL-VEGETATED WITH TREES, SHRUBS, AND BRUSHES ETC; CAPPING
WOULD INVOLVE CLEARING THE SITE AND RE-VEGETATING THE AREA, AND (4) IMPLEMENTATION OF  THIS
REMEDY COULD REQUIRE A LONG PERIOD OF TIME TO COMPLETE (22 YEARS) AND (5) THE POTENTIAL PUBLIC
HEALTH RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE TRANSPORT OF LARGE AMOUNT OF WASTE THROUGH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 
THEREFORE, ALTERNATIVE 4 WAS ELIMINATED.

ALTERNATIVE 5, ONSITE INCINERATION, IS A WELL-ESTABLISHED TECHNOLOGY AND WOULD EFFECTIVELY
DESTROY ALL PRINCIPAL ORGANIC HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS FOUND IN THE WASTE MATERIAL.  HOWEVER, THIS
TECHNOLOGY WOULD NOT BE SUITABLE FOR THE DECOMPOSITION OF MANY OF THE METALS FOUND ONSITE.  THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 5 HAS THE POTENTIAL TO SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT PUBLIC HEALTH.  DURING
THE EXCAVATION PROCEDURE, ESPECIALLY WITH METHANE GAS PRESENT, THE OPPORTUNITY FOR OFFSITE  
MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS IS GREATLY INCREASED.  PATHWAYS FOR THIS MIGRATION INCLUDE AIRBORNE
PARTICULATES GAS EMISSION AND SURFACE RUNOFF. RECEPTORS IN THE AREA WOULD BE SUSCEPTIBLE TO
INHALATION OF GAS AS WELL AS CONTAMINANT LADEN PARTICULATES, THE INGESTION OF PARTICULES AND 
DIRECT CONTACT WITH WASTES.  THE TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY ASSOCIATED WITH THIS REMEDY IS ALSO OF
CONCERN.  THE IMPLEMENTATION TIME ASSOCIATED WITH COSTS FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS 24 YEARS.

ALTERNATIVE 6, DISPOSAL OF WASTE IN AN OFFSITE LANDFILL, IS A PERMANENT REMEDIAL ACTION AND
WOULD PROVIDE A VERY HIGH LEVEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH PROTECTION AT THE SITE.  IT
WOULD PREVENT ANY FURTHER MOVEMENT CONTAMINATION.  IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS  
REMEDY INCLUDE COORDINATION AND TRANSPORTATION OF A LARGE QUANTITY (2,400,000 CUBIC YDS.) OF
MATERIAL TO BE EXCAVATED.  DUE TO THE VOLUME TO BE DISPOSED, IT MAY BE NECESSARY TO UTILIZE MORE
THAN ONE LANDFILL FACILITY.

THE COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVES 5 AND 6 WOULD BE $418,112,000 AND $649,279,000,
RESPECTFULLY.  THESE COSTS ARE TWO ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE HIGHER THAN ALTERNATIVE 3 WHICH ALSO
ADDRESSES THE IDENTIFIED PUBLIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS AT THE SITE.  THEREFORE, SELECTION OF
THESE ALTERNATIVES WOULD NOT BE COST EFFECTIVE.



#CR
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON OCTOBER 14, 1985, TO PRESENT A SUMMARY OF THE RI/FS PROCESS AND TO
EXPLAIN THE PROPOSED REMEDIES FOR THE CLEANUP OF THE LANDFILL.  TO AID IN THIS PRESENTATION A
FACT SHEET WAS PREPARED FOR THE MEETING.  THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD OFFICIALLY CLOSED ON NOV. 6, 
1985.  COMMENTS RECEIVED WERE RESPONDED TO AND ARE IN SUMMARY FORM IN THE ATTACHED
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

#OEL
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

THE NCP REQUIRES THAT OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING THE APPROPRIATE
ACTION FOR THE SITE.  OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS WHICH MAY BE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE TO THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE ARE THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT
(RCRA), FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT EXECUTIVE ORDER (E.0. 11988) AND THE WETLAND EXECUTIVE ORDER (E.0.
11990).

THE PROVISIONS OF RCRA APPLICABLE TO THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE AT LEES LANE LANDFILL WOULD BE
40 CFR PART 263, STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO TRANSPORTERS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE, AND THE 40 CFR 264
SUBPART F GROUNDWATER PROTECTION STANDARDS.  THE REGULATIONS SET FORTH IN 40 CFR PART 263 WOULD
APPLY TO THE TRANSPORTATION OF THE DRUMS REMOVED. TRANSPORTERS ARE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN AN EPA
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER, REGISTER THE MATERIAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANIFEST SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS
AND PERFORM ANALYSES OF THE DRUM CONTENTS TO MEET THESE REQUIREMENTS.

THE RCRA GROUNDWATER PROTECTION STANDARDS REQUIRE CORRECTIVE ACTION IF HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS
ARE FOUND IN GROUNDWATER IN EXCESS OF ESTABLISHED CONCENTRATION LIMITS OR ABOVE BACKGROUND
LEVELS.  HOWEVER, IF IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT AN ALTERNATIVES CONCENTRATION LIMIT (ACL) WILL
NOT POSE A SUBSTANTIAL PRESENT OR POTENTIAL HAZARD TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT, THEN
CORRECTIVE ACTION IS NOT REQUIRED.  THE CURRENT GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS DOES NOT PRESENT AN
IMMEDIATE THREAT TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  BASED ON THE HYDROGEOLOGY AT THE  
SITE, IT IS EXPECTED THAT TWO YEARS OF GROUNDWATER DATA WILL HAVE TO BE ASSEMBLED BEFORE THE ACL
DEMONSTRATION PROCESS CAN BE INITIATED.

THE PROPOSED MONITORING SYSTEMS WILL ENABLE US TO ESTABLISH AN ACL FOR THIS SITE.  AFTER ACLS
ARE ESTABLISHED THE AGENCY WILL DECIDE IF FURTHER GROUNDWATER REMEDIES ARE NECESSARY.

THE FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT EXECUTIVE ORDER MAY NOT BE APPLICABLE BECAUSE THE EXCAVATION AND
REMOVAL OF THE EXPOSED DRUMS AND "HOT SPOT" AND BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS SHOULD HAVE LITTLE
EFFECT ON THE FLOODPLAIN.  THE WETLAND EXECUTIVE ORDER WOULD NOT BE APPLICABLE BECAUSE THIS
ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES REMEDIAL METHODS OUTSIDE THE WETLAND AREA.

#RA
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE 3 WAS CHOSEN AS THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE FOR IMPLEMENTATION AT THE LEES LANE
LANDFILL SITE.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS COST EFFECTIVE AND WILL EFFECTIVELY MITIGATE AND MINIMIZE
THREATS TO AND PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS REMEDY IS $2,343,000.  THE CAPITAL COST FOR SURFACE
WASTE AREA CLEANUP IS SENSITIVE TO THE NUMBER OF DRUMS AND SIZE OF AREAS TO BE COVERED.  DUE  
TO THE VARIABLE NATURE OF DRUM REMOVAL A 15 PERCENT FACTOR WAS USED FOR THE SENSITIVITY
ANALYSIS.  THE BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS ARE SENSITIVE TO THE TOTAL AREA TO BE PROTECTED AND
CLEARED AND A VARIATION OF 20 PERCENT IN CAPITAL COSTS WAS USED IN THE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS. 
THESE VARIATIONS RESULTED IN A RANGE COSTS FROM $2,243,000 TO $3,123,000.



#OM
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES INCLUDE INSPECTION OF THE GAS MONITORING WELLS, QUARTERLY
GAS AND GROUNDWATER SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS, AND SAMPLING OF AIR THREE TIMES PER YEAR.  OTHER O&M
ACTIVITIES INCLUDE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM, CAPPED WASTE AREAS,
AND THE RIPRAP ALONG THE OHIO RIVER BANK.

THE TOTAL PROJECTED O&M COSTS EXCLUDING THE O&M COSTS FOR MONITORING GAS, GROUNDWATER, AND AIR
AFTER THE 3RD YEAR IS $566,000.  AFTER THREE YEARS OF MONITORING, THE MONITORING PLAN WILL BE
RE-EVALUATED BY EPA. (SEE TABLE 1-5 FOR COST SUMMARY OF CAPITAL AND O&M COST).

#SCH
SCHEDULE

   ACTIVITY                             DATE

   FINALIZE EDD                         SEPTEMBER '86

   SIGN CONSENT ORDER                   SEPTEMBER '86

   DRAFT REMEDIAL                        NOVEMBER '86
   ACTION PLAN DELIVERABLE.

#FA
FUTURE ACTIONS

FUTURE ACTIONS AT THE SITE WILL INCLUDE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES.



#TMA
TABLES, MEMORANDA, ATTACHMENTS

#RS
                              LEES LANE LANDFILL

                             LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY

                         DRAFT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

THIS COMMUNITY RELATIONS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS DIVIDED INTO THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

      SECTION 1.0   OVERVIEW.  THIS SECTION DISCUSSES EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR REMEDIAL
      ACTION, AND LIKELY PUBLIC REACTION TO THIS ALTERNATIVE.

      SECTION 2.0  BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS. THIS SECTION PROVIDES A
      BRIEF HISTORY OF COMMUNITY INTEREST AND CONCERNS RAISED DURING REMEDIAL PLANNING
      ACTIVITIES AT THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE.

      SECTION 3.0  SUMMARY OF MAJOR COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND THE
      EPA RESPONSES TO THE COMMENTS. BOTH WRITTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS ARE CATEGORIZED BY RELEVANT
      TOPICS.  EPA RESPONSES TO THESE MAJOR COMMENTS ARE ALSO PROVIDED.

      SECTION 4.0  REMAINING CONCERNS.  THIS SECTION DESCRIBES REMAINING COMMUNITY CONCERNS THAT
      EPA DID NOT ADDRESS DIRECTLY DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY, AND
      HOW EPA PROPOSES TO HANDLE THESE CONCERNS.

IN ADDITION TO THE ABOVE SECTIONS, ATTACHMENT A, INCLUDED AS A PART OF THIS RESPONSIVENESS
SUMMARY, IDENTIFIES COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE
PRIOR TO AND DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.

1.0  OVERVIEW

AT THE TIME OF THE PUBLIC MEETING AND THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, EPA HAD NOT SELECTED A SINGLE
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE.  INSTEAD THE DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY
PRESENTED SIX (6) ALTERNATIVES.  THESE ALTERNATIVES ADDRESS THE PROBLEMS OF GROUNDWATER  
CONTAMINATION, SOIL CONTAMINATION AND THE POTENTIAL FOR GAS MIGRATION INTO THE RIVERSIDE GARDENS
COMMUNITY.

THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE THAT WILL BE SPECIFIED IN THE DECISION DOCUMENT INVOLVES SURFACE
WASTE AREA CLEANUP, BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS, GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM, AND MONITORING. 
THE MONITORING PROGRAM INCLUDES SAMPLING GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS TO DETERMINE BASELINE
GROUNDWATER QUALITY AT THE SITE.  THE SURFACE WASTE CLEAN-UP WILL REDUCE THE POSSIBILITY OF
DIRECT CONTACT SINCE SITE ACCESS IS NOT RESTRICTED.  THE INSTALLATION OF BANK PROTECTION
CONTROLS WILL MINIMIZE EROSION AND FAILURE OF THE OHIO RIVER BANK.

JUDGING FROM THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING AND THE THREE WEEK COMMENT PERIOD,
THE RESIDENTS OF RIVERSIDE GARDENS BELIEVE THAT EPA SHOULD CONSIDER AN ALTERNATE SOLUTION TO THE
PROBLEM.  THE RESIDENTS WOULD PREFER RELOCATION AND BUY-OUT OF THEIR HOMES AND PROPERTY AS A
VIABLE SOLUTION.

SECTION 3.0 PROVIDES A MORE DETAILED DISCUSSION OF INDIVIDUAL PREFERENCES AND CONCERNS.

2.0  BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS



COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AT THE LEES LANE LANDFILL HAS CENTERED PRIMARILY AROUND RIVERSIDE GARDENS
RESIDENTS.  THEY ESTABLISHED THE RIVERSIDE GARDENS COMMUNITY COUNCIL IN 1969.  THIS COUNCIL WAS
RECENTLY HEADED BY JO ANNE SCHLATTER, BUT IS NOW UNDER THE LEADERSHIP OF PAT MORAN.

THE FIRST OFFICIAL COMPLAINT WAS FILED WITH THE COUNTY IN 1964, AFTER WHICH COMPLAINTS FROM
RESIDENTS OF RIVERSIDE GARDENS WERE FILED FREQUENTLY.  FIRES, LACK OF PROPER COVER, EXCAVATION
OF THE FLOOD WALL, OPEN DUMPING, CHEMICAL DUMPING, MIDNIGHT DUMPING, AND FOUL ODORS WERE ALL
CITED COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE JEFFERSON COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT.  METHANE GAS BEGAN ENTERING
HOMES ADJACENT TO THE LANDFILL DURING THE SPRING OF 1975.

THE RIVERSIDE GARDENS COMMUNITY COUNCIL IS ACTIVELY MONITORING ALL DEVELOPMENTS AT THE LANDFILL
AND HAVE BEEN HIGHLY VOCAL IN EXPRESSING THEIR CONCERNS TO THE COUNTY, STATE, EPA, AND THE LOCAL
MEDIA.

THE MAJOR CONCERNS EXPRESSED DURING THE REMEDIAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES; AND HOW EPA, THE COUNTY,
AND STATE ADDRESSED THESE CONCERNS ARE DESCRIBED BELOW:

1)    HAS THE PROBLEM OF METHANE GAS BEEN PERMANENTLY SOLVED OR WILL WE BE THREATENED ONCE
      AGAIN?

EPA RESPONSE:

BASED ON THE DATA GATHERED DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM IS
WORKING TOWARD ALLEVIATING PROBLEMS RELATED TO THE MIGRATION OF LANDFILL-GAS TO THE RIVERSIDE
GARDENS AREA.  EPA'S RECOMMENDED REMEDY INVOLVES INSPECTION AND REPAIR OF THE GAS COLLECTION
SYSTEM ALONG WITH AIR AND GAS MONITORING. THEREFORE, WE WILL BE FOREWARNED OF ANY POTENTIAL
PROBLEMS THAT MIGHT EVOLVE.

2)    WILL AIR EMISSIONS FROM VENTED GAS POSE A HEALTH THREAT TO THE COMMUNITY?

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA IS CURRENTLY IMPLEMENTING AN AIR STUDY AT AND IN THE VICINITY OF THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE
TO ADDRESS HEALTH RELATED CONCERNS.  EPA CANNOT MAKE A DETERMINATION REGARDING THESE HEALTH
ISSUES WITHOUT MORE REPRESENTATIVE AIR DATA. HOWEVER, THE SAMPLES THAT WE HAVE ANALYZED DO NOT
SHOW ANY ELEVATED LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS.

3)    LOCAL OFFICIALS QUESTIONED KNOW WHETHER EPA WOULD FUND A LONG-TERM MONITORING AND GAS
      VENTING SYSTEM.

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA'S RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES INSPECTION AND REPAIR OF THE MONITORING AND GAS VENTING
SYSTEM.  RESPONSIBLE PARTIES FOR THE SITE WILL BE GIVEN AN OPPORTUNITY TO IMPLEMENT THIS REMEDY. 
IF THEY CHOOSE NOT TO PARTICIPATE, THEN SUPERFUND MONIES WILL BE APPROPRIATED, IF APPLICABLE. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) WILL BE PROVIDED BY EPA FOR ONE YEAR AND THE STATE WILL BE      
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE O&M PERIOD.

4)    WHAT ABOUT THE POTENTIAL FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION?

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA RECOGNIZES THAT THERE IS A POTENTIAL FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE. 
THEREFORE, EPA'S RECOMMENDED REMEDY INCLUDES GROUNDWATER MONITORING FOR A PERIOD OF TIME.



5)    WHAT ARE THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE LANDFILL AND WHAT EFFECT WILL THESE HAVE ON THE
      COMMUNITY?

EPA RESPONSE:

THE SITE WAS USED FOR DISPOSAL OF DOMESTIC, COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE.  DUE TO HEALTH
RISKS INVOLVED WITH DRILLING THROUGH THE FILL, THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE WASTE WAS NOT
CHARACTERIZED.

BASED ON THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, A HEALTH ASSESSMENT WAS DEVELOPED WHICH EVALUATED POTENTIAL
HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE AND THE EFFECTS
OF THESE SUBSTANCES ON GROUNDWATER, SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT. THE ASSESSMENT CONCLUDED THAT
THERE WAS NO CURRENT EVIDENCE OF AN OFFSITE PROBLEM RELATED TO THE LANDFILL SITE.  (THE PRESENCE
OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES IN THE AIR OR LANDFILL GAS IS CURRENTLY BEING ADDRESSED THOUGH A
SEPARATE EPA STUDY AND WILL BE EVALUATED IN A SEPARATE REPORT AT A LATER TIME).

6)    IS THERE A HEALTH THREAT FROM THE CHEMICALS MIGRATING OFF SITE?

EPA RESPONSE:

THE PUBLIC HEALTH ASSESSMENT IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION CONCLUDED THAT THERE IS NO CURRENT
EVIDENCE OF AN OFFSITE PROBLEM RELATED TO THE GROUNDWATER, SURFACE WATER, OR SEDIMENT AT THE
LANDFILL SITE.  (A SEPARATE AIR STUDY IS PRESENTLY BEING CONDUCTED BY THE EPA AND THE RESULTS
WILL BE EVALUATED IN A LATER REPORT). IF AN OFFSITE MIGRATION PROBLEM DOES EVOLVE, THEN THE
ISSUES WILL BE EVALUATED.

7)    SINCE PEOPLE ARE HUNTING AND OUR CHILDREN ARE STILL PLAYING ON THE PROPERTY, WHAT IS EPA
      GOING TO DO ABOUT THE OPEN ACCESS TO THE LANDFILL?

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA'S RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE WILL INCLUDE POSTING CAUTIONARY SIGNS.  THESE SIGNS WILL INFORM
THE PUBLIC OF THE SITE CONDITIONS AND POTENTIAL RISKS.

8)    HOW WILL YOU KEEP US, PUBLIC OFFICIALS, UP-TO-DATE ON SITE ACTIVITIES AND PLANS THAT EPA
      IS DEVELOPING?

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA WILL KEEP THE STATE INFORMED OF SITE ACTIVITIES AND PLANS FOR THE SITE.  THE STATE REQUESTED
THAT THEY BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CONTACTING COUNTY AND LOCAL OFFICIALS.

9)    WILL THE LANDFILL EVER BE USED AS A DUMP AGAIN?  CAN IT BE DEVELOPED?  CAN ACCESS TO THE
      RIVER BE RESTORED?  WILL THE COMMUNITY EVER BE ABLE TO USE THE LAND?

EPA RESPONSE:

FUTURE LAND USE FOR THE SITE HAS NOT BEEN DETERMINED.

10)   JEFFERSON COUNTY WANTED TO KNOW WHETHER THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM WOULD PAY FOR BOTH PAST AND
      FUTURE CLEANUP COSTS?

EPA RESPONSE:



SINCE RESPONSIBLE PARTIES HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED FOR THIS SITE, THEY WILL BE GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY
TO SETTLE THE CLEANUP COSTS WITH THE AGENCY.  IF THEY CHOOSE NOT TO COME FORWARD AND SUPERFUND
MONIES ARE EXPENDED, THE AGENCY MAY SEEK LEGAL RECOURSE TO RECOVER THE MONIES SPENT.

3.0  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

COMMENTS RAISED DURING THE LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE SUMMARIZED BRIEFLY
BELOW.  THE COMMENT PERIOD WAS HELD FROM OCTOBER 15 TO NOVEMBER 6, 1985 TO RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM
THE PUBLIC ON THE DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY.  THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING  
THE COMMENT PERIOD ARE CATEGORIZED BY RELEVANT TOPICS.  AT THE TIME OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD, EPA HAD NOT SELECTED THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.

TECHNICAL QUESTIONS/CONCERNS REGARDING THE SITE HISTORY

1.0  WHAT CHEMICALS WERE FOUND IN THE 400 DRUMS IN THE LANDFILL?

EPA RESPONSE:  ORGANICS, HEAVY METALS, PHENOL, AND BENZENE ERE FOUND IN THE DRUMS.

2.0  WHAT WAS THE CONDITION OF THE 400 DRUMS FOUND ON THE LANDFILL?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE EXPOSED DRUMS WERE BADLY RUSTED.

TECHNICAL QUESTIONS/CONCERNS REGARDING RI/FS

3.0  DO YOU KNOW IF THERE IS ANY GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AT LOCATIONS OTHER THAN WHERE YOU  
     SAMPLED?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE GROUNDWATER PROGRAM IN THE RI WAS USED AS A BASIS TO DETERMINE THE OVERALL
GROUNDWATER QUALITY ON AND OFF SITE.

4.0  HOW DO WE REMOVE THE BARRELS OUT OF THE LANDFILL?  HOW DO YOU CLEAN UP THE LANDFILL?  WE
     WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE WASTE REMOVED.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE ONLY TECHNOLOGY THAT WOULD ACTUALLY BE ABLE TO TAKE THE WASTE OUT WOULD BE
EXCAVATION.  THE MATERIAL ITSELF COULD BE EITHER INCINERATED OR TAKEN TO AN APPROVED LANDFILL
FOR DISPOSAL.

5.0  WILL YOU EXCAVATE THE ENTIRE LANDFILL?

EPA RESPONSE:  AT THIS TIME EPA HAS NOT DECIDED ON THE REMEDY.

6.0  HAS EPA OR ANY OTHER LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT CONSIDERED RELOCATING THE RESIDENTS IN THE
     NEIGHBORHOOD?

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA HAS NOT CONSIDERED RELOCATION AS A REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE.

7.0  THIS STUDY IS INCOMPLETE BECAUSE ONLY CERTAIN AREAS WERE INVESTIGATED.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WAS DESIGNED TO ADEQUATELY CHARACTERIZE THE SITE.  DUE
TO BOTH TIME AND COST FACTORS INVOLVED, IT WAS IMPOSSIBLE TO COVER ALL AREAS.

8.0  WHY WASN'T A FENCE PUT AROUND THE SITE?  WHY WEREN'T WARNING SIGNS POSTED TO KEEP PEOPLE
     OFF THE LANDFILL?



EPA RESPONSE:  POSTING SIGNS AND ERECTING A FENCE WILL NOT NECESSARILY LIMIT THE NUMBER OF
PEOPLE FROM GOING ON SITE. PEOPLE WILL CLIMB THE FENCE AND THE SIGNS WILL BE IGNORED. HOWEVER,
EPA IS CONSIDERING POSTING SIGNS AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.

9.0  ACCORDING TO THE REPORT, THE 212,000 TONS OF WASTE WERE USED TO ESTIMATE THE TOTAL AMOUNT
     OF WASTE IN THE LANDFILL.  SO AM I CORRECT IN SAYING THAT THE 2.4 MILLION CUBIC YARDS IS
     JUST FROM THE FOUR COMPANIES?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE TOTAL VOLUME OF WASTE ESTIMATED IN THE LANDFILL WAS 2.4 MILLION CUBIC YARDS. 
THIS NUMBER WAS DERIVED BY GEOPHYSICAL METHODS AND ALSO INFORMATION GATHERED DURING THE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.

10.0  YOU STATED THAT THERE WERE TWO RESIDENTIAL HOMES AND A CHURCH ON WELLS THAT ARE BEING USED
      FOR A WATER SUPPLY.  I KNOW POSITIVELY THAT THERE ARE FIVE FAMILIES.

EPA RESPONSE:  WE WOULD APPRECIATE THEIR NAMES AND ADDRESSES. DURING THE RI WE CANVASSED THE
NEIGHBORHOOD IN AN EFFORT TO FIND EVERY WELL WE COULD.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  THE FINAL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORTS IDENTIFIED A
TOTAL OF 8 PRIVATE DRINKING WATER WELLS IN THE RIVERSIDE GARDENS NEIGHBORHOOD.

11.0  WHAT DO YOU THINK WILL HAPPEN WHEN THE CHEMICALS THAT ARE IN THE LANDFILL GO INTO THE OHIO
      RIVER?

EPA RESPONSE:  IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THE WORST CASE FOR POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS TO
ENTER THE OHIO RIVER, THE GROUNDWATER FLOW WAS CALCULATED USING THE HIGHEST PERMEABILITY VALUE
AND HYDRAULIC GRADIENT.  THE DILUTION RATE WAS ESTIMATED TO BE 67,000 TO 1.  THIS MEANS THAT THE
FLOW RATE IN THE OHIO RIVER IS SO GREAT THAT IT IS 67,000 PARTS OF OHIO RIVER TO EVERY ONE PART
THAT COMES OUT OF THE LANDFILL.

12.0  WHAT DO YOU HAVE TO SAY ABOUT THE RADIOACTIVE WASTE OVER THERE?

EPA RESPONSE:  RADIATION WAS NOT DETECTED AT THE SITE DURING OUR SITE INVESTIGATION.

13.0  HOW MUCH DID THE STUDY COST?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE COST OF THE STUDY SHOULD BE AROUND $500,000.

14.0  HAVE ANY PVC'S OR ANY OTHER CANCER CAUSING CHEMICALS BEEN FOUND AT THE LANDFILL?

EPA RESPONSE:  BENZENE AND POLYVINYL CHLORIDE WERE DETECTED IN ONE OF THE GAS STUDIES.

15.0  DID THE 212,000 TONS OF WASTE JUST COME FROM FOUR COMPANIES? IN THE REPORT IT STATES THAT
     OVER 100 COMPANIES DUMPED IN THE LANDFILL.  DO YOU HAVE RECORDS OF HOW MUCH THEY DUMPED?

EPA RESPONSE:   YES, THE FOUR COMPANIES ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 212,000 TONS OF WASTE.  WE DO
NOT HAVE RECORDS OF HOW MUCH THE OTHER 96 COMPANIES DUMPED AT THE LANDFILL.   IDENTIFYING
COMPANIES AND THE AMOUNT OF WASTE THEY DUMPED IS A PART OF THE ENFORCEMENT PROCESS.

16.0  A CITIZEN STATED THAT HE KNOWS THAT THE SAND PITS WERE AT LEAST 150 TO 200 FEET DEEP.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA BASED THEIR ESTIMATED DEPTH ON THE DATA COLLECTED DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM. THE MAXIMUM DEPTH OF WASTE WHICH WAS DETECTED IS APPROXIMATELY        
40 FEET.  THE WATER TABLE IS APPROXIMATELY 50 FEET BELOW THE GROUND SURFACE.  TO EXCAVATE BEYOND



50 FEET WOULD REQUIRE A DEWATERING PROCESS.  IF THE SITE IS 100 FEET DEEP, THIS MEANS WE HAVE
MISCALCULATED THE QUANTITY OF WASTE AND THEREFORE THE COST TO REMOVE THE WASTE WOULD BE GREATER
THAN WE ESTIMATED. THIS CALCULATION WOULD ONLY BE IMPORTANT IF EXCAVATION WAS CHOSEN AS THE
RECOMMENDED REMEDY.

17.0  WHAT DOES EPA PLAN TO DO WITH THE DRUMS THAT ARE ALONG THE RIVER?

EPA RESPONSE:  AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION, THE DRUMS WILL BE SAMPLED AND IF THEY ARE
HAZARDOUS, THEY WILL BE REMOVED.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  THE FEASIBILITY STUDY INCLUDES THE REMOVAL OF THESE DRUMS.  PRIOR TO
REMOVAL, SAMPLES WILL BE COLLECTED FOR USE IN DETERMINING THE PROPER MEANS OF DISPOSAL.

18.0  A CITIZEN STATED THAT THE LIQUID IS RUNNING OUT OF THE DRUMS INTO THE OHIO RIVER.  I AM
      CONCERNED ABOUT OUR WATER SUPPLY.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT INSPECTED THE DRUMS AND CONCLUDED THAT THEY DID NOT
POSE AN IMMEDIATE THREAT TO THE PUBLIC, AND THEREFORE, DID NOT REQUIRE AN EMERGENCY REMOVAL.
IT WAS DECIDED THAT THESE DRUMS WOULD BE ADDRESSED DURING THE REMEDIAL ACTION PHASE.

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS RELATED TO GAS MIGRATION

19.0  WHY WASN'T THE VENTING SYSTEM MAINTAINED AFTER IT WAS INSTALLED TO CONTROL THE MIGRATION
      OF METHANE GAS TO RIVERSIDE GARDENS?

EPA RESPONSE:  THIS QUESTION SHOULD BE REFERRED TO THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT.  THE PUBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMENT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM.

20.0  INITIALLY, I BELIEVE YOU WERE TRYING TO KEEP US FROM BEING BLOWN UP IN AN EXPLOSION BY THE
      GAS.  BUT NOW IT APPEARS THAT YOU ARE SUFFOCATING US.  THE VENT PIPE IS BLOWING ALL OVER
      RIVERSIDE GARDENS.  AM I RIGHT OR WRONG?

EPA RESPONSE:  SUPPOSEDLY, THE SYSTEM WAS DESIGNED TO BURN THE GAS OFF BEFORE IT IS VENTED TO
THE ATMOSPHERE.  ALTHOUGH I'M NOT SURE IF THE GAS IS BEING BURNED, I DO KNOW THAT THE BLOWER
HOUSE IS WORKING BECAUSE YOU CAN HEAR IT BLOWING.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  A BURNER WAS NOT INSTALLED AS PART OF THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM.

21.0  WHAT IF ROCKET FUEL WAS DUMPED INTO THE LANDFILL?  THERE IS A RUMOR THAT A LOCAL CHEMICAL
      COMPANY MANUFACTURED ROCKET FUEL FOR REDSTONE ARSENAL.

EPA RESPONSE:  I ASSUME YOU ARE TALKING ABOUT HYDROZENE, THE MOST COMMON ROCKET FUEL USED TODAY. 
IF IT WERE SPILLED OR DUMPED OUT, IT WOULD HAVE VOLATILIZED, HENCE, NO LONGER BEING A PROBLEM. 
IF IT HASN'T BEEN EXPOSED TO THE AIR, THEN IT WOULD DEPEND ON THE CONCENTRATIONS IN THE WELL.

22.0  THE GENERATION OF METHANE COULD LAST 20 YEARS BASED ON EPA'S FIFTY FOOT DEPTH OF THE WASTE
      IN LANDFILL.  SO, IF IT IS 100 TO 150 FEET DEEP, DOES THAT MEAN A 60-YEAR TIME PERIOD OF
      METHANE BEING GENERATED IN THE LANDFILL.

EPA RESPONSE:  IT WOULD BE HARD TO ESTIMATE HOW LONG METHANE WILL BE GENERATED IN THE LANDFILL. 
THE AMOUNT OF TIME THAT METHANE CAN BE GENERATED VARIES.

23.0  WOULDN'T IT HAVE BEEN FEASIBLE TO FIND OUT WHICH WAY THE WIND BLEW BEFORE THE VENTING
      SYSTEM WAS EVER INSTALLED?



EPA RESPONSE:  WE HAVE A REPORT THAT SHOWS THE PREVAILING WIND DIRECTION MOST OF THE TIME. 
HOWEVER, THE WIND DOESN'T BLOW IN THE SAME DIRECTION ALL THE TIME.

24.0   IS THIS VENTING SYSTEM SAFE?

EPA RESPONSE:  YES, THE SYSTEM IS SAFE IF IT IS OPERATING PROPERLY AND IF THE GAS IS BEING
BURNED.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  BASED ON OUR KNOWLEDGE IF THE VENTING SYSTEM IS OPERATING PROPERLY, THE
SYSTEM IS SAFE.

25.0  DO YOU HAVE A PUMP THAT IS PUMPING THE GAS?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM WAS DESIGNED TO INCLUDE A SERIES OF 31 WELLS.  THEY ARE
ALL TIED INTO A COMMON HEADER AND THEY ARE UNDER NEGATIVE PRESSURE.  THEY PULL ALL THIS GAS
INTO THE BLOWER HOUSE.

26.0  IS THE GAS BURNED OR JUST DISCHARGED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE?

EPA RESPONSE:  THEY SHOULD HAVE A PROPANE SUPPLY DOWN THERE THAT ACTUALLY BURNS THIS GAS.

CORRECTION TO EPA RESPONSE:  EPA'S RESPONSE WAS NOT CORRECT. THE GAS VENTING SYSTEM WAS DESIGNED
TO HAVE A BURNER BUT IT WAS DECIDED BY THE COUNTY NOT TO INCLUDE IT.  THE GAS WOULD BE VENTED TO
THE ATMOSPHERE.

27.0  HOW OFTEN IS THE PUMP CHECKED?

EPA RESPONSE:  YOU NEED TO CHECK WITH THE COUNTY.  THEY ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING THE
VENTING SYSTEM.

28.0  HOW CAN WE BELIEVE YOU, THE EPA, THE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT WHEN
      THE VENTING SYSTEM HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO GET IN ITS PRESENT CONDITION?

EPA RESPONSE:  AGAIN, THE UPKEEP OF THE VENTING SYSTEM WAS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PUBLIC
WORKS DEPARTMENT, JEFFERSON COUNTY.  IF THE REPAIR OF THE SYSTEM IS CHOSEN AS ONE OF THE
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES, THEN THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THAT SYSTEM WILL BE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF EPA THE FIRST YEAR, THEN IT WILL BE THE STATE'S RESPONSIBILITY.

29.0  DID THE COUNTY RECEIVE THE REPORT IN DECEMBER OF '84 THAT REPORTED THE VENTING SYSTEM WAS
      WORKING AT 42 PERCENT?  WHY DIDN'T THE COMPANY THAT DID THE GAS EVALUATION REPORT SEND A
      COPY TO THE COUNTY.

EPA RESPONSE:  THAT WAS AN OVERSIGHT, PROBABLY ON EPA'S PART. IF THE CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM THAT
STUDY HAD DETERMINED THAT THERE WAS A GREAT THREAT TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH, EVERYONE WOULD HAVE
BEEN MADE AWARE OF THE DANGER.  THE REPORT WAS INCLUDED AS PART OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
AND FEASIBILITY STUDY AND THE COUNTY WAS GIVEN THAT REPORT.

30.0  HOW LONG WAS THE VENTING SYSTEM OFF AND WHAT AMOUNT OF TIME DID IT TAKE WITH THE SYSTEM
      OFF FOR THE GAS TO BE DETECTED?

EPA RESPONSE:  I HAVE NO IDEA.  WHEN WE SAW THE DATA THAT SHOWED A READING, WE DID QUESTION
THEM.  THE DATA SHEET SAID THE BLOWER HOUSE WAS OFF.  THAT IS WHAT DROVE US TO THE CONCLUSION
THAT WHEN THE BLOWER HOUSE IS ON, THAT THE SYSTEM IS STILL WORKING.



31.0  IS SPECIAL MONITORING BEING CONDUCTED IN AREAS WHERE THE TEST WELLS ARE LOCATED TO FIND
      OUT IF ANYTHING HAS BEEN MIGRATING IN THOSE PARTICULAR AREAS?

EPA RESPONSE: THE FIELD WORK WAS COMPLETED BEFORE WE WERE MADE AWARE OF THE RESIDENTS
COMPLAINTS.  WHEN IT WAS BROUGHT TO EPA'S ATTENTION WE DID IN FACT COME OUT AND SAMPLE.  WE HAVE
ALSO COMMITTED TO FURTHER SAMPLING AND MONITORING.  WE HAVE BEEN WORKING WITH PAT MORAN TRYING
TO FIND OUT WHEN THERE ARE COMPLAINTS OF THE GAS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD?  WHEN THE ODOR IS
DETECTED, WE WILL BE AVAILABLE TO COME DOWN AND DO SOME AIR SAMPLING.  AS FAR AS THE AIR
SAMPLING IS CONCERNED IT IS NOT CUT AND DRY.  WE ARE STILL COMMITTED TO COMING OUT AND
ADDRESSING THAT ISSUE.

32.0  WHAT DO YOU HAVE TO COMPARE WITH THE AIR SAMPLES IN 1984?

EPA RESPONSE:  GAS WELL AIR SAMPLES FROM THE PREVIOUS STUDIES ARE INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT. 
THESE SAMPLES WERE TAKEN IN PROBES I-3B, I-4B, I-5B AND I-10B.  I DON'T BELIEVE AMBIENT AIR
SAMPLES ARE INCLUDED IN THE REPORT BECAUSE THE AMBIENT AIR SAMPLES DID NOT DETECT ANYTHING. 
AMBIENT AIR SAMPLES WERE TAKEN.  I HAVE COPIES OF THE RESULTS BACK IN MY OFFICE WHICH CAN BE
MADE AVAILABLE TO YOU.

33.0  WHAT DOES IT MEAN WHEN THE REPORT TALKS ABOUT THE VOLUME OF THE METHANE IN THE WELLS BEING
      83 PERCENT?

EPA RESPONSE:  IF YOU HAVE A CUP FILLED WITH 100 PERCENT OF AIR, 83 PERCENT OF THE AIR WOULD BE
METHANE.

34.0  DO YOU KNOW THE PERCENTAGE OF THE METHANE THAT IS BEING VENTED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE?

EPA RESPONSE:  I HAVE NO IDEA.  I DON'T THINK A SAMPLE HAS EVER BEEN PULLED FROM THAT VENT. 
HOWEVER, IF METHANE WAS BEING VENTED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE, IT WOULD NOT BE A VOLUME OF 83
PERCENT BECAUSE THE ATMOSPHERE HAS A LARGER VOLUME THAN THE WELL SPACE.

35.0  IF A TEST WERE DONE ON ONE OF THE VENTING SYSTEMS THAT WAS WORKING PROPERLY, YOU SHOULD
      HAVE ZERO METHANE, OR NO TRACE OF METHANE, IS THAT RIGHT?

EPA RESPONSE:   RIGHT, (IF THERE IS A BURNER ON THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM) THERE SHOULD BE NO
METHANE, BUT AS FAR AS I KNOW NO SAMPLES HAVE BEEN TAKEN.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  THERE IS NO BURNER ON THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM AND THEREFORE, METHANE
SHOULD BE DETECTED IN THE EXHAUST.

HEALTH RELATED QUESTIONS/CONCERNS

36.0  WHAT ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS ARE WE BEING SUBJECTED TO BY BREATHING THIS AIR DAILY WHICH
      CONTAINS CHEMICALS/GASES FROM THE LANDFILL?

EPA RESPONSE:   EPA HAS COMMITTED TO DOING MORE AIR MONITORING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD.  AT THIS
TIME NONE OF THE STUDIES SHOW THAT THERE ARE AMBIENT AIR PROBLEMS.

37.0  HAS EPA OR CDC CANVASSED THE NEIGHBORHOOD TO SEE IF THERE ARE ANY BIRTH DEFECTS OR A TYPE
      OF CANCER WHICH IS PREVALENT IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD?  HOW CAN YOU SAY THAT THERE IS NO
      PROBLEM YET, SINCE YOU HAVEN'T GONE TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD TO SEE?



EPA RESPONSE:  TO ANSWER YOUR FIRST QUESTION, NO, WE HAVE NOT CANVASSED THE COMMUNITY.  AND AT
THIS POINT WE HAVE NO INTENTIONS OF DOING IT AS YOU PROPOSE.  THE MAIN REASON BEING, WE SEE NO
INDICATION THAT THERE IS AN IMMINENT PUBLIC HEALTH THREAT BEING POSED TO PEOPLE LIVING IN
RIVERSIDE GARDENS FROM LEES LANE LANDFILL.  IF THAT WERE THE CASE, WE WOULD WORK COOPERATIVELY
WITH BOTH THE LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT AND THE STATE HEALTH DEPARTMENT
IN FRANKFORT TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT THE ALLEGED PROBLEMS MAY IN FACT BE DUE TO OR WERE DUE
TO EXPOSURES TO SUBSTANCES COMING FROM THE SITE.

38.0  THIS SITE APPEARS TO BE SIMILAR TO LOVE CANAL.  NO, THE SCHOOL ISN'T LOCATED ON TOP OF THE
      LANDFILL, BUT THE COMMUNITY IS AROUND THE LANDFILL.  AT LOVE CANAL THE BARRELS STARTED
      SURFACING AND IT TOOK THEM A LONG TIME BEFORE THEY FINALLY GOT THE EPA AND EVERYBODY TO
      SAY THAT THERE WAS A PROBLEM.  I WOULDN'T WANT THAT TO HAPPEN HERE.

EPA RESPONSE:  I AGREE WITH WHAT YOU ARE SAYING.  THAT IS ONE OF THE REASONS THAT WE HAVE LISTED
MONITORING IN ALL THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES SO THAT WE WOULD BE ABLE TO IDENTIFY A PROBLEM IF
ONE ARISES AND ALSO DEFINE THE EXTENT OF THE PROBLEM.

39.0  WOULD YOU FEEL SAFE WITH YOUR FAMILIES LIVING IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD?

EPA RESPONSE:  BASED ON THE DATA AND INFORMATION WE HAVE LOOKED AT SO FAR, YES I WOULD.  THE
SITE DOES NOT POSE AN IMMINENT HEALTH THREAT BUT THE AREA IS UNSAFE FOR CHILDREN PLAYING AT
THE SITE.

40.0  HAVE YOU TALKED WITH THE FIRE DEPARTMENT OR THE POLICE DEPARTMENT ABOUT WHAT GOES ON BACK
      HERE?  THE FIRE DEPARTMENT EVACUATED A FAMILY IN 1983 FOR TWO NIGHTS, ALLEGEDLY BECAUSE
      OF DANGEROUS GAS FROM THE LANDFILL.

EPA RESPONSE:  NO, WE HAVE NOT TALKED WITH THESE TWO DEPARTMENTS BUT WE ARE INTERESTED IN THEIR
OPINION.

41.0  HOW DANGEROUS IS THE WATER TO US WHEN THE GROUNDWATER LEVEL IS UP FOR JUST A SHORT PERIOD
      OF TIME?

EPA RESPONSE:  IT SHOULD NOT BE DANGEROUS AT ALL.

42.0  WHAT ABOUT FUTURE HEALTH CONCERNS?  WHAT ARE WE GOING TO LEARN IN THE NEXT FIVE TO TEN
      YEARS FROM LIVING IN THESE CONDITIONS?

EPA RESPONSE:   ONE OF THE THINGS WE HOPE YOU TRY TO REALIZE, AND BE SENSITIVE TO AS WELL, IS
THAT WE DON'T HAVE ALL THE ANSWERS.  THERE IS A LOT THAT WE DON'T KNOW, AND WE JUST HAVE TO
DEAL WITH THAT THE BEST WE CAN.

43.0  EVERYTHING THAT I HAVE READ IN THE REPORT TALKS ABOUT EXPLOSION POTENTIAL AND SO FORTH. 
WHAT ABOUT HEALTH EFFECTS FROM THE GAS, ESPECIALLY WHEN THE WATER LEVEL HAS BEEN UP FOR THREE OR
FOUR MONTHS?

EPA RESPONSE:   IN ORDER TO FULLY ADDRESS YOUR CONCERNS, WE NEED TO FIRST ESTABLISH A LINK OR
HAVE A STRONG SUSPICION THAT A LINK EXISTS BETWEEN THE RESIDENTS' HEALTH COMPLAINTS AND THE
LANDFILL.

TECHNICAL QUESTIONS/CONCERNS REGARDING FUTURE ACTIONS

44.0  COULD AN INDUSTRY BE PUT ON THE LANDFILL AFTER YOUR NEXT ACTION?



EPA RESPONSE:  THIS DECISION WILL BE MADE BY THE COUNTY ZONING DEPARTMENT.

45.0  WHY NOT LET THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE BUY THIS WHOLE NEIGHBORHOOD AND MAKE A DUMP OUT OF IT?

EPA RESPONSE:  WE CANNOT RESPOND TO THAT QUESTION.

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS REGARDING THE SUPERFUND PROCESS

46.0  IS THIS THE ONLY INPUT WE WILL GET OR DO THE PEOPLE HAVE ANYTHING TO SAY ABOUT THE
      REMEDIAL DECISIONS?  ARE YOU JUST GOING TO TAKE OUR OPINION AND THEN YOU (EPA) MAKE THE
      DECISION?

EPA RESPONSE:  THE PROCESS WORKS AS FOLLOWS:  AFTER TONIGHT YOU WILL HAVE UNTIL NOVEMBER 6TH TO
COMMENT ON THE REMEDIAL REPORTS. WE WILL THEN RESPOND TO THOSE COMMENTS IN A RESPONSIVENESS
SUMMARY.  YOU WILL BE INFORMED ON THE SELECTED REMEDY.

47.0  SO HOW DO WE GET PEOPLE TO RESPOND?  DO WE HAVE TO WRITE LETTERS?  WHAT DO THEY HAVE TO
      DO?

EPA RESPONSE:  YOU SHOULD SEND YOUR WRITTEN COMMENTS TO THE EPA OFFICE, ADDRESSED TO ME, BEVERLY
HOUSTON.  OUR ADDRESS MAY BE FOUND IN THE BACK OF THE FACT SHEET.  WE WOULD LIKE TO STRONGLY
ENCOURAGE YOU, IF YOU DO HAVE A QUESTION OR A CONCERN, TO MAKE US AWARE OF IT.  ALL COMMENTS
WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY, INCLUDING THOSE MADE HERE TONIGHT.

QUESTION/CONCERNS RELATED TO THE ENFORCEMENT PROCESS

48.0  ARE THERE ANY FUNDS AVAILABLE TO DO ANY REMEDIAL ACTION DOWN HERE?

EPA RESPONSE:  SINCE THIS IS AN ENFORCEMENT SITE, THERE ARE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
(PRP'S).  PRP'S ARE PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE FOR PUTTING THE WASTE IN THE LANDFILL.  THE ENFORCEMENT
SECTION AT EPA IS CURRENTLY IN THE PROCESS OF IDENTIFYING AND NOTICING THOSE PEOPLE THAT THERE
IS A PROBLEM AND ALSO GIVING THEM THE OPPORTUNITY TO ACTUALLY IMPLEMENT WHATEVER REMEDIAL ACTION
IS DETERMINED TO BE CORRECT REMEDY. SO THE FIRST OPTION IS TO TRY TO GET THE POTENTIALLY
RESPONSIBLE PARTIES TO COME FORTH ANY PAY FOR THE CLEAN-UP.  IF THE PRP'S SAY NO, WE ARE NOT
GOING TO DO ANYTHING, THEN EPA WILL COME FORTH AND ACTUALLY IMPLEMENT THE REMEDY.  ONCE THE
PRP'S HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED, THEY WILL HAVE 60 DAYS TO COME FORTH AND COMMIT TO DOING THE REMEDIAL
ACTION.  SO AT THIS POINT IT IS HARD TO SAY WHO WILL PAY FOR THE CLEAN-UP.

WRITTEN COMMENTS/QUESTIONS RECEIVED BY THE AGENCY

49.0  "HAS ANY CALCULATION BEEN MADE OF THE ANTICIPATED LEVELS OF METHANE AND OTHER GAS
      PRODUCTION, AND PRODUCTION OF VOLATILE ORGANICS, OVER THE FUTURE LIFE OF THE LANDFILL? 
      HOW CAN A COLLECTION SYSTEM BE DESIGNED, WITHOUT KNOWING THE ANTICIPATED PRODUCTION LEVELS
      WHICH IT WILL BE DESIGNED TO HANDLE?".

EPA RESPONSE:  WE ARE NOT AWARE OF ANY CALCULATIONS BEING MADE OF THE ANTICIPATED LEVELS OF
METHANE AND OTHER GAS PRODUCTION, AND PRODUCTION OF VOLATILE ORGANICS, OVER THE FUTURE LIFE OF
THE LANDFILL.  THE GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM WAS DESIGNED TO PREVENT THE GAS IN THE LANDFILL FROM
MIGRATING TO THE RIVERSIDE GARDENS AREA.  GAS PRODUCTION LEVELS WERE NOT DIRECTLY UTILIZED IN
THE DESIGN OF THE SYSTEM.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS ARE NOT NECESSARY TO DESIGN A COLLECTION
SYSTEM BUT COULD IMPACT A TREATMENT SYSTEM IF ONE WERE NECESSARY.



50.0 "HAS ANY TESTING BEEN CONDUCTED BY EPA TO DETERMINE THE NATURE AND THREAT FROM THE 11
     UNIDENTIFIED ORGANICS THAT WERE DETECTED BY IT CORPORATION IN THE ASSESSMENT OF THE GAS
     COLLECTION SYSTEM?  WHAT ARE THE CONSTITUENT TOXICS BEING COLLECTED AND EMITTED INTO THE
     COMMUNITY FROM THE GAS COLLECTIONS SYSTEM?".

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA IS CURRENTLY CONDUCTING AN AIR STUDY AT AND IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE.  IN
THIS INVESTIGATION TARGET AND NON-TARGET COMPOUNDS ARE BEING IDENTIFIED.  TARGET COMPOUNDS
IDENTIFIED IN THE PARTS PER BILLION RANGE WERE VINYL CHLORIDE, BENZENE, TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE,
AND XYLENE.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS ARE NOT NECESSARY TO DESIGN A COLLECTION
SYSTEM. BUT COULD IMPACT A TREATMENT SYSTEM IF ONE WERE NECESSARY.

51.0  "THE COUNTY GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM APPARENTLY DID NOT INCLUDE THE DESIGNED GAS BURNER. 
      WHAT STACK MONITORING HAS AND WILL BE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE THE ORGANICS CONTENT OF THE
      GAS WHICH IS NOW BEING COLLECTED, CONCENTRATED AND EMITTED INTO THE VICINITY OF THE
      RIVERSIDE GARDENS NEIGHBORHOOD"?  WHAT AMBIENT MONITORING IS BEING CONDUCTED ON A
      CONTINUING BASIS (RATHER THAN ON ONE DRY-WEATHER DAY) TO DETERMINE THE AMBIENT LEVELS OF
      GASES IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD?".

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA IS CURRENTLY CONDUCTING AN AIR STUDY AT AND IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE. 
REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLES ARE BEING COLLECTED OVER VARIED TIMES AND CLIMATIC CONDITIONS.  STACK,
BACKGROUND, INDOOR AND OUTDOOR SAMPLES ARE BEING COLLECTED.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  THE AIR MONITORING SYSTEM PROPOSED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY INCLUDES SIX
SAMPLING STATIONS ON THE LANDFILL THAT WOULD BE MONITORED THREE TIMES A YEAR.  THIS PROGRAM MAY
BE ALTERED AS A RESULT OF THE AIR SAMPLING CURRENTLY BEING CONDUCTED BY EPA.

52.0  "WHAT TESTING HAS BEEN CONDUCTED AT THE PUTMAN AVENUE SITES WHERE THE HIGH CONCENTRATIONS
      OF METHANE AND ORGANIC-LADEN GASES WERE FIRST DETECTED IN 1975 IN ORDER TO DETERMINE
      WHETHER THE COUNTY GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM IS FUNCTIONING SO AS TO CONTROL GAS MIGRATION? 
      WHAT TESTING WILL BE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE THE CURRENT DEGREE OF GAS MIGRATION?".

EPA RESPONSE:  TWO RESIDENTS ON PUTMAN AVENUE HAVE BEEN SELECTED AS TARGET AREAS FOR SAMPLING
DURING THE CURRENT AIR INVESTIGATION BEING CONDUCTED BY EPA.

EPA CLARIFICATION:  THE FEASIBILITY STUDY INCLUDES THE INSTALLATION OF FOUR GAS MONITORING WELLS
BETWEEN THE LANDFILL AND RIVERSIDE GARDENS.  IN ADDITION, ONE WELL WILL ALSO BE LOCATED ON
PUTMAN AVENUE.

53.0  "WHAT FOLLOW-UP DRILLING WILL BE CONDUCTED ON-SITE TO DETERMINE ACTUAL DEPTH OF STORED
      WASTE?".

EPA RESPONSE:  AT THIS POINT IN THE INVESTIGATION, THERE IS NO FOLLOW-UP DRILLING PLANNED
ON-SITE.  THE ACTUAL DEPTH OF THE STORED WASTE WILL BE A MAJOR FACTOR ONLY IF EXCAVATION IS
CHOSEN AS AN ALTERNATIVE.  DUE TO THE HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH DRILLING THROUGH THE FILL IT
IS NOT BEING CONSIDERED AT THIS TIME.  RESOURCES.

54.0  "EPA TESTED FOR CHEMICALS IN THESE HOMES; THEY FAILED TO TEST FOR METHANE.  WE WOULD LIKE
      TO KNOW WHY THIS HAPPENED.  IF WE ARE SITTING ON TOP OF METHANE, THEN OUR HOMES OUGHT TO
      BE TESTED FOR IT.".



EPA RESPONSE:  THE COMBUSTIBLE GAS UNIT WILL BE UTILIZED IN THE FUTURE AIR INVESTIGATIONS.  IN
THE JANUARY '86 AIR SAMPLING INVESTIGATION HOMES WERE TESTED FOR METHANE USING THE COMBUSTIBLE
GAS UNIT.  METHANE WAS NOT DETECTED IN ANY OF THE HOMES.

I SHOULD ALSO EMPHASIZE THAT METHANE IS AN ASPHYXIANT GAS, NOT ONE OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES
THAT ARE ADDRESSED BY EPA. THEREFORE, EPA HAS FOCUSED PRIMARILY ON THE TOXIC GASES THAT MAY BE
MIXED WITH THE METHANE GAS.

55.0  "I AM WONDERING WHY HOFGESANG CAN'T BE MADE RESPONSIBLE FOR LANDFILL.".

EPA RESPONSE:  THE HOFGESANG FOUNDATION HAS BEEN NAMED AS ONE OF THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES.  AS SUCH, THEY WILL BE GIVEN AN OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE IN THE CLEAN-UP REMEDY.  IF
THEY CHOOSE NOT TO PARTICIPATE, THE AGENCY MAY SEEK OTHER LEGAL RESOURCES.

56.0  "SHOULD A BURNER BE INSTALLED IN THE GAS COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM?".

EPA RESPONSE:  AT THIS POINT INTO THE PROJECT WE CAN NOT MAKE A DETERMINATION ON WHETHER A
BURNER IS NEEDED.  AFTER SUFFICIENT AIR DATA IS COLLECTED AND REVIEWED, EPA WILL EVALUATE THE
NEED FOR A GAS COLLECTION SYSTEM BURNER.  HOWEVER, FOR COST PURPOSES IN THE FS, A BURNER WAS
INCLUDED IN THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.

57.0  "THE ONCE PER QUARTER MONITORING PROPOSED IN THIS AND ALL ALTERNATIVES IS TOTALLY
      INADEQUATE.".

EPA RESPONSE:  THE DECISION TO MONITOR QUARTERLY WAS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING FACTORS:  (1) THE
NUMBER OF RECEPTORS TO GROUNDWATER, (2) THE GROUNDWATER FLOW RATE AND (3) COST FACTORS.  ALSO,
RCRA COMPLIANCE STATUS REQUIRES FOUR QUARTERS OF GROUNDWATER DATA TO DETERMINE BASELINE
GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS.



ATTACHMENT                        TABLE 1

                   POPULATION AT RISK WITHIN THE STUDY AREA (1)

   TOWNSHIP            POPULATION AT RISK PER ARSENIC LEVEL (MG/L)
                    0.05-0.10    0.10-0.20   0.20-0.30   0.30-0.40  GT 0.40

   RICHLAND CO

   BELFORD                -             -           -           -        -
   BRIGHTWOOD             -             -           -           -        -
   DANTON                 27            0           3           5        -
   DEXTER                 59            -           -           -        -
   DUERR                  16            -           -           -        -
   ELMA                    -            -           -           -        -
   GRANT                 140           25           0           6        3
   HOMESTEAD              23            -           -           -        -
   LIBERTY GROVE         110           18           0           2        -
   MORGAN                 36           14           -           -        -
   WEST END                9            -           -           -        -
   WYNDMERE               34            5           7           -        -

   SARGENT CO

   DUNBAR                 24            -           -           -        -
   HALL                    -            -           -           -        -
   HERMA                  38            3           -           -        -
   KINGSTON               24            -           -           -        -
   MARBOE                 28            6           -           -        -
   RANSOM                 10            -           -           -        -
   RUTLAND                 1            -           -           -        -
   SHUMAN                 66            6           -           -        -
   TEWAUKON                -            -           -           -        -
   WEBER                   -            -           -           -        -

   CITIES

   LIDGERWOOD              -          -(2)          -           -        -
   WYNDMERE                -            -           -           -        -
   RUTLAND                 -            -           -           -        -

              TOTALS     645           77          10          13        3

   TOTAL POPULATION AT RISK:  748

   (1) BASED ON RI AND HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT PREPARED BY NORTH DAKOTA
       STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
   (2) FORMERLY 971, BUT NEW TREATMENT PLANT NOW PROVIDES ACCEPTABLE WATER.



ATTACHMENT                         TABLE 3

                        COSTS FOR RURAL WATER DISTRIBUTION

    EXPANSION OF RICHLAND RWUA
        EXPANSION AND FIRST YEAR O&M COSTS              $  305,000

    ESTABLISH NEW RWUA
        CONSTRUCTION AND FIRST YEAR O&M COSTS            1,985,000

    TOTAL COST TO 298 HOMES WITH 1 YEAR O&M              2,290,000
        PLUS 1 YEAR MONITORING                               6,000

                              TOTAL (1 YEAR)            $2,296,000

    TOTAL COST OF 298 HOMES WITH 1 YEAR O&M             $2,296,000
        ADDITIONAL 9 YEARS O&M - RICHLAND RWUA             236,000
        ADDITIONAL 9 YEARS O&M - NEW RWUA                  360,000
        ADDITIONAL 9 YEARS MONITORING                       54,000

                              TOTAL (10 YEARS)          $2,940,000

   (1) ASSUMES 278 EXISTING HOMES WITH CONTAMINATED WATER AND 20 NEW HOMES.



ATTACHMENT                        TABLE 4

                             EXISTING RICHLAND RWUA

COSTS IDENTIFIED BELOW ARE FOR CONNECTION OF THE 90 HOMES PRESENTLY WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES

    1. SYSTEM CONNECTION FEE - REPRESENTS INDIVIDUAL SHARE
       OF EXISTING COMMON FACILITIES OR REQUIRED UPGRADING AND
       SERVICE LINE INSTALLATION INCLUDING METER, PIT AND
       TAPPING SADDLE
                 90 HOMES @ $500/HOME                           $ 45,000

    2. 4" DIA. MAINLINE EXTENSION - AVERAGE LENGTH ASSUMED
       TO BE 1,000 L.F. BASED ON REDUCING THE 1,000 L.F. SERVICE
       LINE LENGTH DESCRIBED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY TO A
       SHORT STUB
                 MATERIAL COST                       $1.10
                 INSTALLATION COST USING TRENCHER     1.00
                                                     $2.10 L.F
                 90 HOMES - 1,000 L.F. X 2.10/L.F                189,000

   3. DISCONNECTION OF PLUMBING FROM EXISTING SYSTEM AND
      CONNECTION TO NEW SYSTEM (4 HRS X $20/HR PER HOME)
                90 HOMES X $80/HOME                                8,000

   4. REPLACEMENT OF WATER HEATER IF CONTAMINATED WITH
      ARSENIC
                90 HOMES @ $150/HOME                              14,000

                                        SUB-TOTAL INITIAL COST   256,000
                                     COST PER UNIT $2,850/HOME

   5. COST FOR INCLUDING AN ADDITIONAL 5 HOMES WHICH ARE
      NOT CURRENTLY EXPERIENCING ARSENIC PROBLEMS
                     5 HOMES @ $2,850/HOME                        19,000

   6. FIRST YEAR O&M COSTS BASED ON $26/2,000 GALLON/MONTH
      MINIMUM PLUS INCREMENTAL COST OF $1.50/1,000
      ADDITIONAL GALLONS FOR 6,000 GALLONS/MONTH
                95 HOMES X $372/HOME                              35,000
                                            TOTAL INITIAL COST  $305,000

      COST FOR AN ADDITIONAL 9 YRS OF O&M COSTS BASED ON
      $26/2,000 GALLON/MONTH MINIMUM. INCLUDES PRESENT
      WORTH AT 9 PERCENT PER ANNUM INTEREST RATE AND INFLATION
      AT 5 PERCENT PER ANNUM

                 PRESENT WORTH FACTOR (6.731 X 35,000)          $236,000.



ATTACHMENT                        TABLE 5

                       ESTABLISH RWUA TO SERVICE AREAS NOT
                            INCLUDED IN RICHLAND RWUA

COSTS IDENTIFIED BELOW ARE FOR CONNECTION OF 188 HOMES (278 HOMES LESS 90 WITHIN RICHLAND RWUA)
TO A RURAL WATER SYSTEM

    1. MAIN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - EST. 100 MILES TO BASICALLY
       BISECT THE 11 AFFECTED TOWNSHIPS

                 MATERIAL COST 4" CLASS 160 PSI PVC
                 PRESSURE PIPE $0.90/L.F

                 UPGRADE TO CLASS 200 PSI PVC
                 PRESSURE PIPE $0.20/L.F

       INSTALLATION COST ASSUMING USING TRENCHING MACHINE ALONG
       SIDE THE MAIN ROADWAY AND NO BEDDING INSTALLATION $1.00 L.F

                 TOTAL PIPE COST $2.10/L.F

                 100 MILES X 5280 L.F. X $2.10/L.F         $1,110,000
                                  MILE

    2. 4" GATE VALVES AT AVERAGE SPACING OF 1/2 MILE

                 200 GATE VALVES @ $250/EA INSTALLED           50,000

    3. AIR AND VACUUM VALVES AVERAGE 1 PER 10 MILES

                 10 AIR/VACUUM VALVES @ $750/EA INSTALLED       7,500

    4. 2 STANDPIPE RESERVOIRS @ 30,000 GAL/EA. ESTIMATED
       COSTS INCLUDING SITE PREPARATION, PIPING, PAINTING
       $0.75/GALLON

                 2 X 30,000 GAL X $0.75/GALLON                 45,000

    5. 2 BOOSTER PUMP STATIONS INCLUDING:

       2 3 HP BOOSTER PUMPS EACH STATION AT $1,5000 EACH
       INCLUDING ELECTRICAL

                 4 X $1,500/EA                                  6,000

       2 10' X 10' PUMP BUILDING @ $40/FT INCLUDING ELECTRICAL
       AND PIPING                                               8,000



ATTACHMENT                        TABLE 5 (CONT.)

                       ESTABLISH RWUA TO SERVICE AREAS NOT
                            INCLUDED IN RICHLAND RWUA

    6. 1 DEEP WELL 50 TO 100 GPM CAPACITY

       188 HOME @ 3 P/U (PEOPLE/UNIT) X 70 GPCD =
       40,000 GPD OR 30 GPM

                 8" WELL 150 FT DEEP DRILLING AND CASING        3,000
                 MOBILIZATION 1/2 DAY                             500
                 6" STAINLESS STEEL SCREEN, 30 FT @ $100/FT     3,000
                 SCREEN FITTINGS                                  100
                 SAND PACK AND DEVELOPMENT                        500

                 5 HP SUBMERSIBLE PUMP W/DROP 2-1/2" DROP PIPE
                 AND ELECTRICAL PANEL                           5,500

    7. 40,000 GPD IRON AND MANGANESE TREATMENT SYSTEM
       INCLUDING CHLORINATION @ $0.65/GALLON                   26,000

    8. 50' X 50' BACKWASH POND 500 YD EXCAVATION @ $5/YD PLUS
       $1/FT SQUARE SURFACE PREP                                5,000

                 LINING OF POND $1.25/SQ FT                     3,100

    9. WELL AND TREATMENT BUILDING 15' X 20' @ $30/FT INCLUDING
       PIPING AND ELECTRICAL                                    9,000

   10. SERVICE LINE INSTALLATION - AVERAGE LENGTH ASSUMED TO BE
       1,000 L.F. OF 1 1/2" POLYETHYLENE SERVICE LINE. 1 1/2"
       DIAMETER USED TO REDUCE HEAD LOSS ON LONG SERVICES

                 MATERIAL COST                   $0.65/L.F
                 INSTALLATION COST USING TRENCHER $1.00/L.F
                                                 $1.65 L.F

                 188 HOMES X 1000 L.F. X $1.65/L.F            310,000

   11. WATER METERS, PIT, VALVES, TAPPING SADDLE AND PRESSURE
       REDUCING VALVE

                 188 HOMES X $350/HOME                         66,000

   12. DISCONNECTION OF EXISTING PLUMBING

                 188 HOMES X $80/HOME                          15,000



ATTACHMENT                        TABLE 5 (CONT.)

                       ESTABLISH RWUA TO SERVICE AREAS NOT
                        INCLUDED IN RICHLAND RWUA

   13. REPLACE WATER HEATER

                 188 HOMES @ $150/HOME                         28,000

                            CONSTRUCTION COST SUB-TOTAL    $1,700,000

   14. ENGINEERING COST FOR EXPANDED SYSTEM ESTIMATED @ 10
       PERCENT OF CONSTRUCTION COST                           170,000

                           SUB TOTAL INITIAL SYSTEM COST   $1,870,000

   15. COST FOR INCLUDING AN ADDITIONAL 15 HOMES WHICH ARE NOT
       CURRENTLY EXPERIENCING ARSENIC PROBLEMS. UNIT COSTS WERE
       CALCULATED ASSUMING THAT ADDITIONAL EXTENSIVE DISTRIBUTION
       LINES WOULD NOT HAVE TO BE CONSTRUCTED

                  $760,000 + 188 HOMES = $4,000/HOME
                  15 HOMES @ $4,000                            60,000

   16. FIRST YEAR O&M COSTS BASED ON ACTUAL COST TO PRODUCE
       AND DISTRIBUTE WATER INCLUDING ELECTRIC POWER, CHLORINE,
       CHEMICALS, REPAIRS AND MAINTENANCE, EST. TO BE $1.50/1000
       GALLON

                 (188 + 15) HOMES X 3 P/U X 70 GPD

                                  $1.50
                 X 365 DAYS/YR X 1000 GALLON                   23,400

       1 FULL TIME MAINTENANCE MAN AND METER READER

                 $30,000/YR W/BENEFIT                          30,000

                                      TOTAL INITIAL COST   $1,985,000

       COST FOR AN ADDITIONAL 9 YRS OF O&M COSTS BASED ON
       $37,000/YR (PRODUCTION AND LABOR COST LISTED ABOVE)
       PRESENT WORTH AT 9 PERCENT PER ANNUM INTEREST AND
       INFLATION AT 5 PERCENT PER ANNUM

                   PRESENT WORTH (6.75 X 53,400/YR)          $360,000.



                                       TABLE 1-2

                        SCREENING ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES FOR
                       APPLICABILITY TO LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE

                                    RETAINED (R)        REASON
   REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES            OR ELIMINATED (E)   ELIMINATED

   NO ACTION

     - NO ACTION                          R

     - MONITORING                         R

   ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY

     - MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY HOOKUP      R

     - BOTTLED WATER                      E            SHORT-TERM SOLUTION

     - INDIVIDUAL TREATMENT UNITS         E            REQUIRES EXTENSIVE
                                                       MONITORING AND
                                                       MAINTENANCE
   CONTAINMENT

     - SURFACE CAPPING-CLAY               R

     - BANK PROTECTION CONTROLS-RIPRAP    R

     - GROUNDWATER BARRIERS               E            SERIOUS CONSTRUCTION
                                                       PROBLEMS
   DIVERSION

     - SURFACE REGRADING AND              R-IF CAPPING
       REVEGETATION                       OR EXCAVATION
                                          ARE PERFORMED

     - LEVEES                             E            ADDITIONAL FLOODING
                                                       WOULD BE CAUSED
                                                       DOWNSTREAM AND
                                                       FLOODS EXCEEDING THE
                                                       10-YEAR EVENT WOULD
                                                       OVERLAY THE NEW
                                                       LEVEE AND CREATE
                                                       TURBULENCE

     - TERRACES AND BENCHES               R



                               TABLE 1-2 (CONTINUED)

                                    RETAINED (R)        REASON
   REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES            OR ELIMINATED (E)   ELIMINATED

   COLLECTION

      - LEACHATE COLLECTION                E           IMPRACTICAL AND
                                                       INFEASIBLE

      - GAS COLLECTION AND/OR VENTING      R

      - GROUNDWATER COLLECTION             E           EXTRACTION OF
                                                       GROUNDWATER FROM
                                                       BENEATH THE SITE
                                                       THROUGH THE USE OF
                                                       PUMPING WELLS IS
                                                       JUDGED NOT PRACTICAL
                                                       AND/OR EFFECTIVE
   REDUCTION

      - REMOVAL AND/OR CONTROL OF
        SURFACE WASTE                      R

   ON-SITE TREATMENT

      - LEACHATE TREATMENT                 E           LEACHATE COLLECTION
                                                       ELIMINATED
      - INCINERATION-ROTARY KILN           R

   OFF-SITE TREATMENT

      - LEACHATE TREATMENT                 E           LEACHATE COLLECTION
                                                       ELIMINATED

      - INCINERATION                       E           PROBLEMS INVOLVED
                                                       WITH STORAGE AND
                                                       HANDLING
                                                       REQUIREMENTS
                                                       OF WASTE
   IN-SITU TREATMENT

      - INPLACE TREATMENT OF SOILS         E           DUE TO DEPTH OF
                                                       CONTAMINATED SOILS
                                                       AND THE UNKNOWN
                                                       NATURE OF WASTE
   COMPLETE REMOVAL

      - REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED            E           LEVELS OF
        SOIL/SEDIMENT                                  CONTAMINATION IN
                                                       SURFACE MEDIA ARE
                                                       VERY LOW AND
                                                       PRESENT NO HEALTH OR
                                                       ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS



                                       TABLE 1-2 (CONTINUED)

                                    RETAINED (R)        REASON
   REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES            OR ELIMINATED (E)   ELIMINATED

   OFF-SITE DISPOSAL

     - LANDFILLING                         R

     - INCINERATION                        R

   ON-SITE DISPOSAL

     - LANDFILLING                         E           SITE LIES WITHIN
                                                       THE 10-YEAR
                                                       FLOODPLAIN. A NEW
                                                       LANDFILL COULD NOT
                                                       BE CONSTRUCTED
                                                       IN A FLOODPLAIN
                                                       CONSISTENT WITH
                                                       RCRA REGULATIONS
     - INCINERATION                        R.


